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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Individualization, Teacher-Directiveness,
and Learner Support on First-Grade Reading Achievement
(December 1975)
Barbara Larrivee, B.A., Westfield State College
M.Ed., Ed . D
. ,
University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Ronald K. Hambleton
For several decades now educators have assumed it desirable to promote
teacher classroom behaviors which would provide for a high degree of indivi-
dualized instruction, a supportive, warm climate, and a student-centered
rather than a teacher-directed environment. The implicit assumption has been
that such an atmosphere for learning would necessarily enhance pupil perfor-
mance.
This study was designed to provide data with respect to these three di-
mensions of the classroom environment across a representative sample of first-
grade reading instructional approaches. The focus of this study was both de-
scriptive and exploratory in nature. The descriptive aspect attempted to ex-
plicitly define behaviors of teachers during the teaching of reading and to
generalize about the current state of first-grade reading instruction in terms
of the degree of individualization, teacher-directiveness, and learner support.
Additionally, the study was designed to explore the effects of varying levels
of these three dimensions upon reading performance.
The sample was comprised of 118 first~grade classrooms, located in sub
urban, rural, city and inner city areas, representing forty-four schools. The
relationships among the variables of concern were considered without interven-
tion of a specific treatment. Naturally occurring behaviors within the class-
room setting were observed and recorded during the reading lesson via low-
inference observation instruments designed to record the occurrence of specific
behaviors deemed relevant to assess each of the three dimensions. The observa-
tion system used consisted of two instruments: the Learning Environment Dimen-
sions Index ( LED I ) , containing fifteen categories of teacher verbal behavior;
and Signs of Individualization (SOI), consisting of several indicators of in-
dividual ization.
For the purpose of this study, extent of individualization, amount of
teacher-directiveness, and degree of learner support were dichotomized into a
high and low category based on the observation data. Reading achievement test
scores served as the dependent measures. These scores were obtained from a
standardized reading achievement test or from a criterion-referenced reading
test. For both types of measures, a total reading score, a word attack score,
and a comprehension score were produced for analysis purposes. The classroom
rather than the individual student was used as the unit of analysis.
A summary of the descriptive data based on 118 classrooms revealed first-
grade classrooms to be characterized by a high degree of teacher-directiveness,
a substantial amount of learner support, and a limited extent of individualiza-
tion, though a considerable amount of differentiation of instruction. An ex-
amination of the frequencies for each type of verbal behavior revealed that the
two most-used categories were "requesting factual information" and "providing
organization or direction" which accounted for nearly half of the teachers
total behavior.
The second phase of the analysis was concerned with the effects of varying
levels of teacher-directiveness, learner support, and individualization
on
reading achievement. Student outcome measures were available
for sixty-seven
A comparison of the mean scores for the high and low groups
on
til ~
classrooms
.
each of the three dimensions indicated that the only differences of any magni-
tude were between the two teacher-directed groups. A multivariate analysis of
variance involving the two levels of this factor showed the high and low groups
to be significantly different (a = .025), favoring the low teacher-directed
group, based on the standardized achievement scores. The differences based
on the criterion-referenced test data similarly favored the group low in teacher-
directiveness on all three measures of reading achievement.
The final phase of the analysis examined the combined patterns of high-low
levels of teacher-directiveness and learner support. The results showed that
the combination of low teacher-directiveness and high learner support produced
average grade equivalency scores which were a full year higher than those of
any of the other three combined patterns.
It is recommended that future researchers concerned with the effects of
teacher-directiveness, learner support, and individualization utilize criterion
measures in addition to reading achievement test scores to determine the rela-
tive effectiveness of varying levels of these three dimensions of the learning
env i ronment
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Chapter I
Introduction
Background
Despite several decades of experimentation with various methods and
approaches for teaching reading, the number of children experiencing
difficulty learning to read and failing to become proficient readers has
not been significantly reduced. Reading instruction has been character-
ized by periodic oscillation from adherence to a newly devised method to
a rededication to an old method. Efforts to improve the state of reading
instruction have recently come in the form of a creatively designed new
alphabet, a well-stocked, comprehensive bank of behavioral objectives, a
highly structured and sequenced set of programmed materials, an imagina-
tively contrived basal reader, or an incentive scheme for rewarding
teachers and publishers in accordance with their degree of success
(Goodman, 1972). Still the challenge to enhance reading instruction has
not been met.
Much of reading research has been characterized by investigations
designed to test the proposition that a particular "innovative" approach
to beginning reading instruction is better than some more "traditional"
approach. The general design is to compare two or more grossly defined
methods of teaching reading on one or more achievement criteria. The
usual strategy is to define the method of instruction in terms
of mater-
ials utilized to teach reading. The implication is that
the instructional
approach employed by the teacher is primarily determined
by the nature
of the printed material presented to the learner, i.e.,
method equals
material. This means of classifying treatments is
a gross oversimpl i f
i-
1
2cation in that it neglects to take into account the teacher's implemen-
tation of the method. Many combinations of instructional tactics comprise
an overall method of teaching reading. Greater uniformity is essential
in defining the terms method
,
approach
,
program
,
and techn
i
que . The
absence of operational definitions of instructional treatments severely
limits the i nterpretab i 1 i ty of most reading methods studies. It is futile
to attempt to interpret results of studies comparing treatments in which
the essential distinguishing characteristics have not been defined. As
Snow (197*0 points out,
But even two experimental conditions carefully designed to
study one treatment dimension embody particular, perhaps
arbitrarily chosen and often undefined, values on many other
treatment dimensions. Just as most student characteristics
can be regarded as continuous variables, so most treatment
dimensions are continuous, even though the typical experiment
contrasts only a few fixed and apparently discrete treatment
conditions. Unlike the study of student characteristics,
virtually no progress has been made in studying the dimen-
sionality of instructional treatments. No taxonomies similar
to those used to characterize student differences are avail-
able (p. 272).
Bond and Dykstra (1967) enumerated several factors which contributed
to the lack of unanimity characteristic of the results of the various
individual projects involved in the Cooperative First Grade Reading Stud-
ies; the most significant of which was that methods given a specific
label, such as linguistic, language experience, i.t.a., etc. varied con-
siderably in implementation. Approaches were differently conceived from
project to project and from teacher to teacher. Furthermore, great varia-
tion among the projects in the effectiveness of methods given the same
label were revealed when data were combined across projects. Greater
variation was found among the classes within any method than between the
methods. Apparently, the efforts of the teacher override the effects
of
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variation in methods or materials. Thus, in the final analysis, it appears
that it is the teacher who makes the difference between the success or
failure of any reading program. And yet, the importance of the teacher
in implementing a specific teaching method and in setting the classroom
environment for learning has largely been ignored in research on reading
i ns truct i on
.
Sufficient evidence has now accumulated to question the efficiency
of continuing research efforts intended to determine which method of
teaching reading is most effective. It is time to abandon the "great
debate" over methods and to formulate research strategies designed to
examine the effects of specific teacher behaviors upon the reading
achievement of students.
Purposes
This study was designed to be both descriptive and exploratory in
nature. In the descriptive phase, the attempt was to explicitly define
specific behaviors of teachers during reading instruction. The intent
was to show that differences in teacher behaviors are not defined by the
method "labels" traditionally applied in reading research. In other words,
it was held that classification of treatments in reading instruction by
method variations obscures the essential distinguishing characteristics of
instructional variance. Additionally, the study was designed to explore
the effects of specific dimensions of the classroom environment upon the
reading performance of first-grade children. These dimension are:
(l) extent of individualization; (2) amount of teacher-directiveness;
and (3) classroom climate, i.e., degree of support for the learner.
It was hypothesized that variations among these dimensions of the learning
- 4 -
environment are of greater significance than method/material variations.
The three dimensions mentioned above were considered within the con-
text of a variety of approaches used to teach beginning reading. The
approaches were representative of the scope of current practices in
initial reading instruction. Although there are literally hundreds of
beginning reading programs, each claiming to be unique, they can all
readily be classified as primarily utilizing either a basal approach,
characterized by a controlled presentation of sight words, look-say
techniques, and a gradual introduction of phonetic principles, or an in-
tensive phonic approach, placing major emphasis on associating sounds
with letters, blending sounds into words, and controlling sound-symbol
relationships. Therefore, for the purpose of this study, reading methods
were categorized as either basal or intensive phonic, depending upon the
degree of emphasis placed on sound-symbol associations.
In this study the treatments included not only method/material
variations but also variations in degree of individualization, teacher-
directiveness, and supportive climate. Questions were studied in
several general areas of interest in order to explore both the relation-
ship between the three learning environment dimensions and the two
approaches to teaching beginning reading, and the effect of these vari-
ables on the reading achievement of first-grade children. Specifically,
the following four categories of questions were posed:
A. Patterns of teacher behavior
1. What are the characteristics of first-grade classrooms
with respect to the three dimensions of individualiza-
tion, teacher-directiveness, and learner support?
- 5 -
2. What is the frequency and range of use of fifteen
typical teacher behaviors?
3. What is the average percent of time teachers are en-
gaged in various types of behavior during reading
instruction?
B . Effects of varying method
1. Are there significant differences in achievement be-
tween the children in classrooms that utilize an in-
tensive phonic approach and those that utilize a basal
or gradual phonic approach?
2. Are there differences in specific teacher behaviors
between teachers using an intensive phonic approach
and those using a basal approach?
C . Effects of varying levels of individualization, teacher-
directiveness, and learner support, independently
1. Are there significant differences in achievement be-
tween the students in classrooms that are highly
teacher-directed and those in less teacher-directed
classrooms?
2. Are there significant differences in student achieve-
ment between classrooms in which there is a high degree
of learner support and those in which there is less
support for the learner?
- 6 -
3* Are there significant differences in achievement be-
tween children in classrooms having a high degree of
individualization and those having lesser amounts?
D. Effects of varying levels of individualization, teacher-
directiveness, and learner support, simultaneously
1. Are there significant differences in achievement be-
tween children in classrooms having a high amount of
individualization and learner support, and a low level
of teacher-directiveness (HHL) and those with a low
degree of individualization and learner support, and
a high degree of teacher-directiveness (LLH)?
2. Are there significant differences in achievement be-
tween children in classrooms having other combinations
of high-low individualization, teacher-directiveness,
and learner support, respectively (i.e., HHH , HLH, LHH,
HLL, LHL
,
and LLL)
?
3. Are there particular classroom dimension patterns which
produce significantly higher reading achievement
performance?
Educational Importance of the Study
The progressive education movement in the United States has sought
to free classrooms from harsh, teacher-directed practices. Early
class-
rooms were reputed to be punitive, cold environments in which
there was
no room for laughter. They were likewise presumed to be
teacher-centered
- 7 -
autocracies with inadequate provisions for individualism and the prac-
tices of democracy. The underlying assumption of the progressive educa-
tion commitment was that to improve teaching it was necessary to bring
about greater warmth on the part of the teacher as well as more classroom
democracy and pupil initiative (Dunkin and Biddle, 197A) . More recently
the necessity of individualizing instruction has been added to the
"Commi tment"
.
For several decades now educators have assumed it desirable to
promote teacher classroom behaviors which would provide for a high de-
gree of individualized instruction, a supportive, warm climate, and a
student-centered rather than a teacher- d i rected environment. The impli-
cit assumption has been that such an atmosphere for learning would
necessari ly enhance pupi 1 performance.
This study will provide data with respect to these three dimensions
of the classroom environment across a representative sample of first-
grade reading instructional approaches. From this data, it will be pos-
sible to generalize about the current state of first grade reading in-
struction in terms of the degree of individualization, teacher-directive-
ness, and learner support. In particular, the magnitude of the range will
be defined as well as the general operational level on each of these
three dimensions. Additionally, it will be possible to determine if
varying degrees of individualization, teacher-directiveness, and
learner support affect the reading achievement of students; specifically,
whether high degrees of individualization and support for the learner
produce higher reading achievement than lesser amounts, and whether
a lower degree of teacher-directiveness is associated with
higher read-
The answer to these questions, and to those posed ining achievement.
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the previous pages, are important to consider in attempting to determine
the relative merit of present educational commitments, beliefs, and
practices, especially with respect to initial reading instruction.
Chapter I I
Review of Literature
The literature review is divided into four sections which encom-
pass the background material related to the current state of initial
reading instructional practices, as well as reading research methodo-
logy. The first section is designed to provide an historical perspec-
tive of the move toward individualizing instruction to accommodate indi-
vidual differences. Section two provides an overall background on
methods of teaching reading and periodic trends of ideological commit-
ments to particular approaches. A third section on factors related to
reading performance is concerned with reading readiness measures and
the general disagreement among experts as to what skills are prerequi-
site to learning to read. In the final section, we consider the charac-
teristics of reading research and propose new directions for research
on reading instruction. A brief summary to the chapter is also pro-
vi ded
.
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Historic Perspective on Individualizing Instruction
Educators have historically recognized the existence of individual
d i f ferences among learners and advocated differential educational con-
sideration (Glaser, 1970; Howes, 1970; Wolfson, 1970; Gibbons, 1971).
The first extensive use of intelligence tests shortly after the turn
of the century revealed great variability among pupils in graded classes
and lent support for breaking down uniformity of instruction, which
eventually led to efforts to differentiate teaching by reducing the
range of ability through homogeneous class grouping.
Howes (1970) has identified three major trends of individualiza-
tion which he labels, adj usted
,
di fferenti ated
,
and i ndi vi dual i zed
i nstruction . Adjusted instruction attempts to adapt instruction to
individual differences in the form of administrative strategies to
organize learners more homogeneously. The second mode for individual-
izing, referred to here as differentiated instruction
,
emphasizes the
role of the teacher in providing for and accommodating instruction to
individual differences. The idea is that the teacher will adapt the
instructional method, approach and procedure in accordance with student
variances along such dimensions as rate of learning, general ability,
learner aptitudes and traits, as well as pupil interest. The third
mode, individualized instruction , goes beyond adjusting and differen-
tiating instruction to provide for the development of learner autonomy.
It is the "pure 11 form of individualization and allows the student to
make real rather than contrived choices regarding educational goals
and means
.
The practice of homogeneous grouping as an attempt to adjust in-
struction to learner needs lost impetus in the 1930's as studies began
to show that groups organized for homogeneity on the basis of one test
score were still highly variable on other test scores (Hull, 1927;
Burr, 1931). During the past decade, public pressures to make schools
more accommodating to student individual differences brought about a
revival of homogeneous grouping. Once again the evidence mounted to
repudiate the practice of ability grouping (Harris, I960; Balow, 1962;
Goldberg, Passow, and Justman, 1966; Borg, 1966).
As the sophistication of psychometr i c tool s increased, learners
were shown to differ not only in intelligence. Wallach and Kogan ( 1 965
)
pointed out such differences in creativity. Indeed, Torrance (
1
962 )
reported that if we were to identify children as gifted on the basis
of intelligence tests, we would eliminate from consideration approxi-
mately 70% of the most creative, regardless of what means of measure-
ment of intelligence is used from kindergarten to graduate school.
Students have been shown to differ in at least eighty dimensions of
intellect (Guilford, 1967)* Furthermore, it became clear that great
differences between competence and performance exist, and that while
inequalities in intellect, physical ability, and social behavior are
great in childhood, they increase as students move through school
(Thomas and Thomas, 1965)
-
Thus, ability grouping by itself proved to be an inadequate means
for adapting instruction to individual differences. Subsequent attempts
to individualize instruction fall along a continuum from limited
differ-
entiated instruction to totally individualized instruction depending
upon the degree to which a program utilizes teacher- and/or
student-
12
determined goals and objectives, sequence and pace, materials and
methods, activities, interests, and assessment devices. However, the
term i ndi vi dual i zed is currently used to describe any effort to dif-
ferentiate instruction regardless of how insignificant. In fact, after
analyzing many individualized programs, Gibbons (1971) concluded that
"the term individualized instructional program is used to describe such
a varied assortment of curricula that it is no longer a useful, restric-
tive category of instructional methods (p* 2)."
During recent years we have seen education progress from teacher-
directed instruction to a student-centered environment to objective-
based learning. This current trend for individualizing instruction
calls for individual diagnosis and prescription. Learner skills and
objectives are predetermined and organized into sequences. Students
are diagnosed and subsequently placed into the sequence at a level
commensurate with their present skill attainment. They proceed
through the appropriate materials generally achieving mastery at a
skill before moving on. This approach involves individualization in
terms of diagnosis, rate and level, and sometimes, methods and materials
(Dunn, 1973).
Background on Reading Instruction
Three basic approaches have evolved in the teaching of reading:
(1) a purely synthetic, alphabetic "letters-to-words" method intro
duced by the Greeks, adapted by the Romans, and later used nearly ex-
clusively in German and English cultures until the eighteenth century;
(2) a modified synthetic "words-to-letters" method
developed primarily
- 13 -
by the Germans in the eighteenth century and later introduced to the
United States; and (3) an analytic "words-to-readi ng" method developed
in the United States in the nineteenth century which became the "look-
say method prevai 1 ing in the f i rst half of the twentieth century
(Mathews, 1966). The primary distinction between the last two approaches
is that, in the "words-to-letters" method, whole words are introduced
purely as vehicles for the direct analysis of letter forms and sounds,
rather than as a means of building a meaningful sight vocabulary uti-
lized immediately for reading experiences, as in the "words-to-readi ng"
method. In this classification scheme for reading methodologies the
fundamental distinguishing factor is the time at which recognition of
letters and sound-symbol relationships are taught.
Although currently there are literally hundreds of beginning
reading programs available, which all claim to be quite distinct from
any other, each can be classified utilizing the basic analytic-synthetic
di chotomy.
Schools have long been plagued with reading failures. Estimates
range from as low as 10 percent to as high as 30 percent (Malmquist,
1958; Harris, 1961; Austin, Bush, and Huebner, 1 96 1 ) . Among children
of low socio-economic status, the problem is especially acute (Chandler,
1966; Deutch, 1966). Because of the importance attached to reading in
our culture, controversy with respect to reading instruction has ram-
paged. Educators over the past few decades have inveighed against school
instructional practices used to teach reading. A climate of uncertainty
as to what constitutes "best" methods and materials thus emerged and
brought about the popular quest for the answer . Reading instruction has
been characterized by periodic adherence to one method or another, for
example, the phonic or the sight method, generally resulting from a
new or different theory which challenges the status quo and creates a
band-wagon effect.
Currently there are two major emphases in the teaching of reading,
one emphasizing reading as the decoding of written symbols; the other
emphasizing reading for meaning. The distinction is similar to that
between the code and the message. When the code is stressed, the ap-
proach is likely to be characterized by a concentration on phonics,
on letter-sound correspondences, on special orthography, and on oral
reading. On the other hand, an emphasis on the message would provide
for concentration on look-say techniques, on the importance of mean-
ingful content, and on the avoidance of oral reading in favor of silent
reading (Wardhaugh, 1969)
.
Two opposing definitions of reading clearly illustrate the scope
of the present controversy. On one side, we have reading defined as
"a rote, automatic, conditioned non-mean i ngful process which precedes
(and thus is separate from) comprehension" (Bateman, 1967)- At the
other extreme, we find reading considered as "a psychol i ngui st i
c
guessing game involving an interaction between thought and language
(Goodman, 1970). Obviously, the manner in which one views the learning
to read process will strongly influence the methodology one prescribes
to regarding initial reading instruction.
In recent years support for an initial code-breaking emphasis has
come from several authors of books reviewing research in the teaching
of reading, as well as from the results of numerous comparative
studies
Diack (1965) while criticizing reading research of recent
decades for
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its insignificant contributions, concludes in his book that any method
for teaching reading would have to have as its basis a recognition of
the alphabetic nature of Engl ish and would, to that extent, be a phonics
method. In his Teaching to Read: Historically Considered
,
Mathews
( 1966 ) also comes out in favor of a phonic-based, "carefully worked out
synthetic plan," claiming that any objective research that has been
reported clearly favors that type of approach. Chall's ( 1967 ) conclu-
sion paralleled Diack's and Mathewsi in calling for an early code
emphasis, though not quite as dogmatically. Gurren and Hughes (1965),
in their review of all available rigorous comparisons of reading
achievement between intensive-phonics groups and gradual -phoni cs groups,
totaling 22
,
found that 19 comparisons favored an early synthetic
letter-discrimination emphasis, while the remaining three favored
neither method. Subsequent comparisons by Downing (1965), Bliesmar
and Yarborough (1965), Hahn (1966), Hayes (1966), Mazurkiewiez (
1
366 )
,
Tanyzer and Alpert (1966), Ruddel 1 (1968), Bateman (1968), and
Hart 1 age
,
Lucas, and Main (1972) have lent further support for the
effectiveness of methods providing for greater consistency in the in-
troduction of sound-symbol relationships. Generally such comparative
studies have reported the effect of particular programs over a time
interval of one school year or less and have used criterion measures
which primarily assessed skill attainment in areas in which the
children had received direct training. With such a formidable back-
ground it is no wonder that one finds a growing disposition to experi-
ment with newer reading programs, either in kindergarten or in first
grade, which are essentially synthetic or code-oriented in their
early
methodological emphasis.
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Contrary to all of the above cited findings favoring a decoding
approach to initial reading instruction, the most comprehensive reading
research endeavor to date concluded otherwise. In the school year
1964-1965 the United States Office of Education sponsored 27 first
grade reading research projects, 14 of which continued through the
second and third grades. They have become known as the Cooperative
First Grade Reading Studies. At the end of the first year of these
studies, Bond (1966) tentatively concluded that there is no one method
so outstanding that it should be used exclusively; and that specific
approaches to first grade reading instruction appear to increase
children's achievement in certain instructional outcomes but are weak
in other outcomes. In the extensive final report by Bond and Dykstra
(1967), the conclusions most pertinent to the effectiveness of dif-
ferent methods were (a) various innovative methods, whether phonic,
linguistic, orthographical, language experience, or any other, pro-
duced reading achievement scores at the end of first grade that were
slightly higher than basal reader methods; (b) these differences were
generally small and were not consistently observed by all researchers
in all school systems; and (c) there was no evidence of differential
effectiveness using such variables as IQ., reading readiness, and socio-
economic status. A later reanalysis of the data from the second grade
phase of the Cooperative Studies, using a new multivariate analysis,
revealed only slight treatment effects, leading the authors to conclude
that all the instructional programs were equally effective (Lohnes and
Gray, 1972).
Parallel with the pursuit for the panacea for instruction in reading
has been the movement toward individualizing instruction to
accommodate
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learner differences. The advent of standardized tests and the increased
knowledge of individual differences during the first half of the twen-
tieth century led to emphatic denouncement of whole-class teaching prac-
tices. The first attempt to differentiate instruction in the teaching
of reading was with the familiar three-group plan, an intra-class,
homogeneous grouping strategy. Teachers found that the management of
three separate groups required additional materials. Publishers of
Basic Readers added more readers for each level and provided more work-
books to meet the demand. It became common practice for the teacher to
work with one group and provide "busy" work for the rest of the class.
Provision for individualization was only in terms of rate and level.
This practice of ability grouping was prevalent through the Fifties.
More recently, attempts to individualize reading instruction in-
clude a variety of classroom organizational patterns for instruction.
The range includes total class grouping, either temporary or on a more
permanent basis; cross-class grouping, such as the ungraded primary;
intraclass grouping, including bi-, tri-, or multi-based grouping,
grouping on the basis of special interests, grouping to meet skill needs
of students, student-led small team grouping, and tutorial grouping.
The spectrum extends to completely individualized instruction (Brittain,
1973 ).
Though classroom organizational strategies for individualizing
instruction vary greatly, the degree of individualization occurring
in different types of programs is even more diverse, involving indivi-
dualizing instruction along such dimensions as: diagnosis and prescrip
tion; goals and objectives; learning materials and activities; instruc-
tional techniques; pace and level; and assessment procedures.
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Factors Related to Reading Performance
It has traditionally been the policy to retain children in first
grade because of their inability to learn to read. The cause for many
such failures was attributed to the customary practice of introducing
all children to formal reading instruction at the outset of school.
Educators generally came to accept that a period of reading readiness
would enable most children to learn to read without undue difficulty.
The problem was to determine the point at which a child is ready for
formal reading instruction. Thus began the search for measures of
pre-reading skills, abilities, and factors which would provide predic-
tive accuracy for this crucial instructional decision.
After nearly fifty years of research into the predictive validity
of readiness factors one might expect to find a high degree of agree-
ment in the content of commonly used standardized readiness tests.
However, Barrett's (1970) analysis of five such tests^ indicates little
agreement among the tests. The exceptions are the general factor of
visual discrimination, measured by at least one subtest in all of the
tests, and the specific skill of visual discrimination of words, mea-
sured by four of the five tests. Other skills measured included visual
discrimination of letters and pictures, auditory discrimination of be-
ginning and ending sounds, word meanings and concepts, listening compre-
hension and use of oral context, visual -motor coordination - copying,
^The tests analyzed were: Gates - Readi ng Readiness Tests, Harrison
Stroud Reading Readiness Profiles; Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Test,
Metropolitan Readiness Tests; Murphy-Durrel 1 Diagnostic Reading Readi
ness Tests.
re-
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learning rate of words, and word-picture relationships. Rude (1973)
vealed similar discrepancies among tests content, in comparing the con-
tent of five major reading readiness batteries 2 with a composite of skills
deemed requisite to reading: letter perception, left to right visual
scan, understanding of letter-sound relationships, and phoneme blending.
Of the 29 skill subtests in the batteries, only 17 in some way measured
one of the four specified prereading skills.
Correlation coefficients between various readiness tests at their
current state of refinement and standardized measures of reading per-
formance have been reported to range from .40 to .70, with the relation-
ship increasing the more closely the tests resemble the actual reading
act (Barrett, 1970). Although this state of affairs seems dismal, the
predictive validity of present readiness tests compares favorably with
other instruments currently used for the purpose of prognosis in educa-
tion.
Though experts disagree over the specific prerequisite skills
needed to learn to read, the general disposition is that both auditory
and visual perceptual skills are important. The controversy primarily
lies in the relative importance of particular aspects of auditory and
visual perception, and the appropriate strategy for measurement. Re-
search on auditory discrimination and reading achievement can be clas-
sified under three categories: comparisons of good and poor readers;
correlation studies; and predictive studies (Dykstra, 1966). In an
^The tests analyzed were: Gates -MacGi n i ti e Reading Test
- Readiness
Skills; Metropolitan Readiness Tests; Murphy-Dur rel 1 Reading
Readiness
Analysis; Harr i son-Stroud Reading Readiness Profiles; Clymer-Barrett
Prereading Battery.
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early study by Bond (1935) good and poor readers differed significantly
on tests of auditory blending and auditory discrimination. Several
other investigators also reported that good readers were significantly
superior to poor readers primarily on auditory measures rather than
visual (Goetzinger, Dirks, and Baer, I960; Golden and Steiner, 1969;
Bruininks, Lucker, and Gropper, 1970).
Auditory discrimination has been found to correlate significantly
with reading achievement according to studies reported by Goetzinger,
Dirks, and Baer (i960), Dykstra (1966), Bruininks (1969), and Oakland
(1969). Cha 11, Roswell, and Blumenthal ( 1963) and Bruininks (1969)
revealed significant relations between auditory blending and reading
achievement. The auditory subtests of the Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities (ITPA) were found to be significantly related to
success in reading, while the visual subtests were not (Kirby, Lyle,
and Amble, 1972). Similarly, Rosner (1973) found that auditory per-
ceptual test scores accounted for significantly more of the variance in
the language arts subtests scores of the Stanford Achievement Test than
did the visual perceptual test scores. Using an experimental auditory
perception inventory, McNinch and Richmond (1972) were able to signifi-
cantly predict end-of-year reading achievement.
While there seems to be a general consensus that auditory percep-
tual skills are important factors in learning to read, the relation-
ship of visual perceptual skills to beginning reading is less apparent.
Cohen (
1
969 ) , using a visual perceptual battery of tests,
reported a
very low relationship between the test battery and reading achievement.
He hypothesized that most visual perception tests are tapping behaviors
similar to those required in nonverbal IQ. tests. In his review of
the
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literature concerning the relationship between measures of prereading,
visual discrimination and first-grade reading achievement, Barrett (1965)
concluded that tasks requiring visual discrimination of letters and
words generally produce the best predictive relationships with reading
and that the utility of nonverbal visual discrimination tasks for
predicting reading achievement depends on the complexity of the visual
and/or visual -motor abilities they require. Consistently researchers
report findings that knowledge of letter names is one of the best single
predictors of reading success (Olson, 1958; Muehl and Kremenak, 1966;
Calfee and Venezky
, 1969; Lowell, 1971)- However, several possible
explanations are viable. The first is that letter-name knowledge is
vital to the process of learning to read. Alternatively, since many
children have already learned to recognize letters before they enter
school, and given this is a prerequisite skill in most approaches cur-
rently being used to teach reading, tests of visual discrimination of
letters may be good predictors because those who have already acquired
this skill have a greater potential to progress farther. Or, it could
be that knowledge of letter names at the beginning of first grade merely
reflects the presence of several other factors which are important
for learning to read; e.g. parental attitude and support for learning,
attention span, and level of cognitive awareness.
In summary, it seems reasonable to conclude that the degree to
which certain measures are able to predict reading performance is de-
pendent on the type of beginning reading instruction which follows.
That is, visual discrimination of letters and words would be a critical
skill if a predominantly vi sua 1 -emphas i s mode was employed. Likewise,
if a phonic approach stressing letter-sound correspondences were uti-
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lized, auditory discrimination skills would be essential. Measures of
specific reading readiness factors have validity only in reference to
the reading tasks which the child is subsequently expected to master.
Reading Research Prospectus
As education attempts to move away from a selective mode, charac-
terized by relatively fixed learning conditions and limited opportunities
for success, toward a more adaptive mode with provisions for a wide
scope and variety of instructional alternatives and opportunities to
succeed, educators are faced with the task of providing different in-
structional approaches to meet the range of individual student needs.
They are also faced with the challenge of providing individuals with
instructional environments which will optimize learning outcomes.
If we recognize that a wide range of individual differences exists
among children and accept the desirability of adapting instruction ac-
cordingly, then the traditional educational research approach of at-
tempting to determine the "best" method for teaching reading, math, or
any other subject is not a viable way to proceed. Children differ on
many dimensions. The range in mental age alone of children in first
grade is four years. This range progressively increases until by the
end of sixth grade the mental age range is up to eight years (Cook
and Cl ymer
,
1962) .
For decades, the majority of studies in the area of reading have
explored the relative efficiency of various methods or materials for
teaching beginning reading. One finds literally hundreds of compari
sons among the many approaches utilized; i.e., basal reader series,
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phonics programs, 1 i ngui st i c methods
,
initial teaching alphabet (i.t.a.),
language experience approach, and so on. From this vast quantity of
investigations those in the field of reading have finally come to the
conclusion that there is no overall superior method. Furthermore, the
general consensus is that most techniques work with most children, but
all fail with some children.
By and large, comparisons of two or more methods of teaching
reading involve comparisons of group means. The researcher is gener-
ally concerned with the overall effect of each method employed. Thus,
if no differences are apparent, the conclusion is that the programs
are "on the average" equally effective. However, while all methods
may be generally effective, if individual learner characteristics are
taken into account, some methods will be more efficient for some
children. Likewise, some children who fail in one method may not fail
in another more suited to their particular learning style or strength.
In addition to comparative studies, much of the research in reading
has been concerned with identifying behavioral deficits which are cor-
related with reading failure. Investigations range along a continuum
from those that simply describe the incidence of specific disabilities
in children who experience difficulty learning to read, to those that
attempt to validate that specialized training in the deficit area of
functioning positively effects growth in reading performance. Since
correlation does not imply causation, this methodological approach to
reading research is based on the faulty assumption that specific
be-
havioral deficits cause difficulty learning to read and therefore
re-
quire remedi at ion
.
A case in point is the wide-spread use of the Frost i
g-Horne percep-
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tual -developmental program in the 1 960 ' s as a result of reported sta-
tistical significance between Frostig's Developmental Test of Visual
Percention (DTVP) and reading achievement (Bryan, I 96A; Olson, 1966;
Jacobs, Wirthlin, and Miller, 1 968 ; Hammi 1 1 , Goodman, and Wiederholt,
1971). However, when the effects of the program were examined, it was
found that reading improvement had not occurred (Mould, 1965; Forgone,
1966; Rosen, 1 966 ; Arciszewski, 1 968 ; Bennett, 1 968 ; Jacobs, 1 968 ;
Jacobs, et al
.
,
1968; Linn, 1967, 1968; O'Connor, 1 968 ; Sherk, 1 968 ;
Wiederholt and Hammi 1 1 , 1971)* This basic def i ci t- remed i at i on prin-
ciple is a way of adapting the child to the method as opposed to
adapting the method to the child.
Little support has accrued to warrant continued endorsement of
the search for the best method or the ideal diagnostic-prescriptive
plan. An alternative approach to research in education is to search
for aptitude-treatment interactions (ATls), that is, to identify indi-
vidual student characteristics which are related to varying levels of
success from different instructional treatments. The implicit assump-
tion is that the extent to which the instruction is appropriately matched
to the learner's style will effect the degree of success the student
exper i ences
.
Information about a particular student aptitude is useful for
adapting instruction accordingly only when the aptitude and the instruc
tional treatment interact. More specifically, according to Glaser (1972),
Given a measure of aptitude, and two different instructional
methods, if the aptitude measure correlates positively with
success in both treatments, then it is of no value in deciding
which method to suggest to the student.. What is required is a
measure of aptitude that predicts who will learn better from
one curriculum or method of learning than from another (p. )•
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An application of the ATI concept in beginning reading instruction
is the differential assignment of children to instructional methods on
the basis of their preferred modality. Learner aptitude, i.e., modal
strength, is matched with an instructional treatment which stresses the
appropriate auditory or visual mode. Several investigators have tested
the hypothesis in school-based studies that learning to read will be
more efficient for children taught in a mode congruous with their
modality strength (Bateman, 1968; Freer, 1971; Smith, 1971; Robinson,
1972). In each case a preferential mode was determined for each child
on the basis of a specified criterion score on some measure, or combi-
nation of measures, of auditory and visual aptitude. In the experimen-
tal design, students having an auditory preference received either an
auditory or a visual approach, as did those subjects identified as
visual. A method by modality interaction was tested. Although these
studies differed substantially in auditory and visual measures utilized
and criteria for classifying learners, as well as dependent measures
and approaches to teaching beginning reading, their results were consis-
tent in not revealing method by modality interactions. Decision-making
strategies for inclusion of a subject in either an auditory or a visual
category varied greatly, however, regardless of the means used to clas-
sify learners, only a relatively small percentage of the subjects tested
showed a marked preference for either modality. The practicality of
attempting to classify children according to modality preference can
be questioned on the grounds that the majority of children have only a
slight preference and are able to learn by any modality (Wepman , 1371)*
The ATI concept is based upon the assumption that specific per-
sonologi cal variables can be empirically related to different
methods
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of achieving common educational goals, and upon the assumption that
these specific variables can be reliably and validly assessed. How-
ever, differential judgements about individuals are particularly sub-
ject to measurement error and require highly reliable instruments if
such decisions are to be made with confidence. Though it is generally
accepted that for research purposes a reliability coefficient of .50
to .60 will suffice, when terminal or action decisions on an individual
basis are to be made, a reliability coefficient of .90 to
.95 should be
considered the desired standard (Nunally, I 967 ) . To date, most measure-
ment devices do not have the necessary reliability to be used in decis-
ions concerning differential assignment of children to instructional
programs
.
Summary
Research in no other aspect of the curriculum can compare, at
least in quantity, to that in the area of reading. Nevertheless,
despite a vast quantity of investigations, there is no clear evidence
of improvements in reading instruction. What we have learned is that
some children learn to read well and others not well in programs dif-
fering greatly in materials and techniques, and that there is no one
superior method for teaching children to read.
In our opinion, the major shortcoming in studies comparing approaches
to teaching reading has been the failure to account for the teacher's
degree of implementation of a given method and for other teacher char-
acteristics that may be significant. The Cooperative Studies revealed
that there was greater variation between the teachers within the methods
than there was between the methods (Bond, 1966). This finding raises
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the issue as to whether or not the methods debate is an artifact and that
the teacher's behavior is a more crucial factor.
Bond and Dykstra (1967) concluded that reading achievement must
be determined by many factors of equal or greater importance than those
examined in the Cooperative Studies; i.e., other than readiness, IQ,
method/material variation, community background, or the sex, age, edu-
cation, certification, experience, attitude toward teaching, or rated
effectiveness of the teacher. The most significant conclusion reached
is that future research in beginning reading instruction should focus
on teacher classroom behaviors and learning environment characteristics,
rather than on methods and materials.
Chapter I I I
Methodology
Sample
The sampling unit was first-grade intact classes. Random sampling
of classrooms was not possible; however, an attempt was made to include
classrooms located in suburban, rural, city and inner-city areas. A
total of 118 classrooms and teachers comprised the final sample.
Twenty different cities and towns involving kk schools were represented
in the sample. Nine of the twenty school districts were suburban,
four were rural, and the remaining seven were city and inner-city.
The classrooms were located primarily in New England. Specifically, the
four states represented were: Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire
and New York. Additionally, the sample included several private
school classrooms.
The classrooms involved in the study represented the current scope
of instructional practices in initial reading instruction. A wide
variety and range of reading programs as well as learning environments
existed across sample classrooms. More than twenty-five reading and
supplementary phonics programs were utilized.
Since decisions to participate in the study were generally made
at the administrative level, entire schools, and in several cases,
entire districts were involved. This meant that all the first-grade
teachers in a participating school or district were included in the
sample. Thus, the effect of "vol unteer i sm" on the part of individual
teachers, a common problem in educational research, was controlled for
in this study.
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Research Design
The research methodology for this study is best labeled correla-
tional since the relationships among the variables of concern were
considered without intervention of a specific treatment. Naturally
occurring behaviors within the classroom setting were observed and
recorded. This study can be further classified as process-product
research since it attempted to relate observed teacher behavior to
student outcome measures.
This study was designed to consider three dimensions of the
learning environment within the broader context of beginning reading
instruction. For the purpose of this study, methods utilized to teach
reading were classified as either basal or intensive phonic based on
the degree of emphasis placed on sound-symbol associations. Extent of
individualization, amount of teacher-directiveness, and degree of
learner support were dichotomized into a high and low category for
each of the three dimensions. Therefore, the design included four
factors (each with two levels): Reading method, individualization,
teacher-directiveness, and learner support.
Data collected involved information on teachers, their reading
methods, and the reading test performance of children in their class-
rooms. Three modes of data collection were utilized: Classroom ob-
servation, teacher self-report, and student standardized achievement
and criterion-referenced testing. Data which were provided explicitly
by the teacher were in questionnaire format and involved experiential
background information as well as specific parameters of the
reading
program such as number of children in the class, time spent on
reading,
and materials and approaches used. A 30-minute classroom
observation
- 30 -
period during the reading lesson provided objective data on the three
learning environment dimension variables via low- i nference observation
instruments designed to record the occurrence of specific behaviors
deemed relevant to assess each of the three dimensions. Reading achieve-
ment test scores served as the dependent measure. The classroom rather
than the individual student was used as the unit of analysis.
I nstrumentat ion
Classroom observation instruments were utilized in the assessment
of the specific learning environment dimension variables. There are
two basic approaches for constructing items for such instruments.
The first is a category system which limits observation to one seg-
ment of classroom behavior. A set of categories is constructed such
that every unit observed can be classified into one and only one of
these categories. Thus, a category system is exhaustive of behaviors
of the type recorded. It is recommended that the number of categories
be relatively small to enable the observer to readily consider each
appropriate category within the time alloted. This is the approach
which was used to record specific behaviors deemed relevant to assess
the two learning environment dimensions, teacher-directiveness and
learner support.
The second approach for constructing items in classroom observa-
V
t i on instruments is a sign system. This strategy calls for listing
beforehand specific acts and recording during the observation which
of these occurred. This system is preferable when several aspects of
behavior are of concern. One plan for using a sign system is to divide
the classroom visit into rather short periods and to record each sign
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only once within that time interval. This approach provides both a
record of all the specific behaviors occurring and an indication of the
relative frequency of such behaviors. With respect to the specific
dimension of degree of individualization, this type of observation
system is preferable since it provides a record of all the observed
activities, materials in use, grouping patterns, etc., as well as the
frequency of occurrence.
The classroom observation system used in this study consists of
two instruments, the Learning Environment Dimensions Index ( LED I ) and
Signs of Individualization (SOI). The LEDI was used to assess both
teacher-directiveness and learner support. It consists of fifteen
categories of teacher verbal behavior. (Appendix A provides specific
directions for coding and a copy of the instrument.) The SOI was de-
signed to provide information which could readily be observed con-
cerning several aspects of individualizing instruction. The form was
a checklist to be checked three times during the 30 -minute observation
period (See Appendix A).
(a) Development of the Learning Environment Dimensions Index (LEDI
)
The LEDI was developed to assess both the amount of teacher-
directiveness and the degree of learner support in a given classroom.
It was designed to be appropriate for first grade classrooms, speci-
fically during reading instruction, and to be used by an independent
observer in the natural classroom setting.
The learner support dimension, often referred to in the literature
as teacher warmth, is operationally defined in terms of the
tendency
of the teacher to be approving, provide emotional support,
encourage,
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reassure, and commend, express considerable understanding, and accept
the feelings of students. The directive dimension is defined at one
end with the teacher as a dominant, controlling figure, providing over-
a 1 1 organization, issuing directives, lecturing, providing factual
information, and asking factual recall questions. At the student-
centered extreme, the dimension represents the tendency to involve
students in discussion and decision-making, challenge students by
asking open-ended questions which stimulate thinking, and facilitate
student problem-solving, self-direction, and initiation.
A review of instruments used previously to assess these dimensions
revealed a history of eliding the two dimensions; that is, directive-
ness and warmth on the part of the teacher have been collapsed into a
single dimension representing the teacher on a continuum from "teacher
centered" to "learner centered". This conceptual confusion is apparent
beginning with the work of Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) in early
studies of group dynamics in which an "autocratic-democratic" dichotomy
was utilized. At about the same time, Anderson (1939) began applying
similar concepts to the study of teaching behaviors. His research was
designed to study the effects of "dominative" versus "integrative"
teacher behaviors. Withal l's ( 19^9) instrument for measuring the
social-emotional climate of classrooms is based on a ratio of "learner-
centered" to "teacher-centered" behaviors. More recently, Flanders
(1967) has defined teacher influence as either "direct" or
"indirect",
apparently still condoning a unidimensional scale for assessing
teaching behaviors.
The implied assumption seems to be that warmth and
directiveness
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are negatively correlated. For example, using Flanders interaction
Analysis Categories system (F I AC)
,
direct influence consists of
"stating the teacher's own opinion or ideas, directing the pupil's
action, criticizing his behavior, or justifying the teacher's authority
or use of that authority." Thus, both providing direction for the stu-
dent and criticizing the student contribute to a single factor.
Since instruments which presently exist are not generally sensi-
tive to the independence of the two concepts of warmth and directive-
ness, an instrument had to be devised. The purpose of the instrument
was to record natural variations which occur between teachers on each
of the two dimensions. Two assumptions guided the development of the
instrument, the primary one being that the teacher is the key figure
and his or her behavior is the single most important factor in creating
the learning environment in the classroom (at least at the first-grade
level). Secondly, the teacher's verbal behavior is assumed to be a
representative sample of his or her total behavior. Furthermore,
since overall climate for learning is a group phenomenon, observations
were made of students collectively. Thus, the focus of the instrument
was to record the teacher's verbal behavior in terms of the intended ef-
fect on the student or group.
As mentioned earlier, a category system should include all be-
haviors which may possibly occur within the prescribed setting. Addi-
tionally, the set of categories must be constructed such that each
category is mutually exclusive of every other category. The
categories
used in the LEDI represent revisions and extensions of categories
con-
tained on the observation instruments developed by Flanders
(i960),
Amidon and Hunter (1967), Solomon, Bezdek, and Rosenberg (1963),
Withal 1 (19^9), and Zahorik (1968).
»
Since college students were to be trained to use the LEDI in live
classroom settings, it was essential that the instrument be simple
and easy to code. Karafin (1973) suggests that classroom observation
instruments that are to be used live consist of less than twenty cate-
gories, contain classifications which involve minimal coder inferences,
and do not require the coder's attention to be in more than one place
at a time. She also emphasizes the importance of operational defini-
tions of categories to limit the amount of inference the coder must
make in order to record an interaction.
Utilizing the above suggestions, the LEDI contains fifteen cate-
gories, each defined in behavioral terms. The categories are divided
into three general types of teacher behaviors: statements, questions,
and feedback. Teacher comments on student behaviors are considered
feedback and are analyzed in terms of the type of reinforcement (if
any) to the student or group. The teacher's response to a student is
assumed to be the decisive factor in evoking or limiting productive
learner behavior.
The basic coding unit is one or more words or sentences represen-
ting an instance of one of the fifteen types of teacher verbal behaviors.
Consecutive sentences which fall into the same category are coded as
a single instance of a particular category of verbal behavior. There-
fore, the unit of measure is category change. The actual mode of
coding is in the form of a tally, each of which represents a single in-
stance of a particular type of verbal behavior. The teacher s intent
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determines the category which applies. For example, if the teacher
provides an opinion or asks a question which is intended to direct the
behavior of the student(s), it will be coded as a directive.
Training
Undergraduate junior and senior elementary education majors en-
rolled in a course entitled "Foundations of Reading" were trained to
conduct the classroom observations. The students had all had experience
in practice teaching and/or classroom observation.
The training process for the observers involved approximately
twenty hours of training. Typescripts of classroom dialogues, audio
cassettes, and video-tapes of first-grade reading lessons were utilized
to provide comprehensive experience with the observation system. The
materials used for training represented a variety of techniques for
initial reading instruction as well as a range of individualization,
teacher-directiveness, and learner support.
Training began with an overview of the theoretical formulation of
the Learning Environment Dimensions Index ( LE D 1 ) , defining the con-
structs of learner support and directiveness. The students were then
presented with operational definitions of the four types of teacher
behaviors to be coded; i .e. , teacher-directive, student-centered,
learner-supportive, and teacher-supportive. Each category within the
four general teacher behavior types was then behavioral ly defined.
Students were given copies of the instrument to be used, category
definitions, and several examples of each of the fifteen categories
to
be referred to throughout the training.
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At the outset of the training, the observers were divided into
small groups and assigned to develop brief dialogues representative of
different combinations of teaching styles. Each group presented their
dialogue and then the specific coding of each behavior accompanied by
a rationale. In the next phase of the training, typescripts were
analyzed (See Appendix A). These were helpful at the early stage of
the training because the students could read over the statements as
many times as necessary and refer to the category definitions to de-
cide where to code specific verbal behaviors.
The next step in the training was a trial observation, conducted
in a live classroom setting. This was required at this point to define
problem categories and to emphasize the complexity of the coding task.
Audio cassettes were used in the next phase. The recordings were made
during actual first-grade reading lessons. At this point, and through-
out the remaining training, the observer's "percent of agreement" was
calculated by individual category, by dimension, and by overall score.
The purpose of this was two-fold; 1) to provide immediate feedback
to individuals as well as a record of progress, and 2) to define
problems inherent in the coding system which might require revision.
Using the audio cassettes, students were required to code each of four
teachers twice for a period of thirty minutes. During the first coding
the student stopped and replayed the tape as necessary. The second
coding was done for thirty minutes continuously.
The next phase of the training utilized video-tapes of first-grade
reading lessons. Four different teachers were used for the
practice
sessions. At the end of the training, all observers were
required to
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meet the following standards:
1. List the fifteen categories in proper sequence with
100% accuracy;
2. Label each category as either teacher-directive, student-
centered, learner-supportive, or teacher-supportive with
100% accuracy;
3. Reach a criterion of 70% agreement with the "expert"
coding on a 30-minute video-tape not used in the practice
sessions
.
Training took place within a three-week time interval. Actual ob-
servations for the study occurred during the four-week span immediately
following the training.
Comparison Between Expert and Rater Judgements
It is essential to establish the objectivity of an observation
system so that differences in resulting measurements reflect actual
differences in classroom behavior rather than differences among those
applying the system. Such objectivity is generally insured by obtaining
indications of agreement among measurements by different observers
applying the observation system to the same sample of behaviors. Typi-
cally, several observers are trained to use the system and then apply
it to the same sample of classroom behaviors. The resulting measure-
ments are then compared and a percentage or coefficient of agreement is
determined (Hurwitz, 1973)
*
For the LEDI
,
a percentage of agreement with the "expert" was calcu-
(The expert in this case was the author.)lated for each observer.
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This percentage figure provides a measure of the extent to which an in-
dividual observer is in agreement with the desired coding; i .e. that of
the expert. In order to calculate the percent of agreement, first a dis-
crepancy score was determined for each category representing the absolute
difference between the number of tallies coded by the expert and the num-
ber of tallies coded by the observer. These differences were summed
across all of the fifteen categories and the resulting total discrepancy
score was divided by the total number of behaviors coded by the expert.
This gave a percent of error figure which was then subtracted from 100
percent to arrive at the percent of agreement figure. As mentioned
earlier, the cut-off score was seventy percent agreement. Using the same
procedure, a percent of agreement was calculated based on the three
teacher-directive, five student-centered, four learner-supportive, and
three teacher-supportive categories, respectively. Table I reports the
average percent of agreement for each of these four category types based
on the scores of nineteen observers. Also reported is the range and the
number of observers who scored below the seventy percent agreement point.
As shown in the table, the average percent of agreement was above eighty
percent for three of the four types of behaviors, with an average of
eighty-nine percent for the teacher-directive behaviors. Due to the low
frequency of teacher-supportive behaviors recorded, a discrepancy score
of more than three resulted in a percent of agreement of less than
seventy percent. The utility of computing a percent of agreement based
on so few tallies is questionable.
(b) Development of Signs of Individualization (SOI)
The SOI was developed to assess the degree of individualization of
Percentage
of
Agreement
Between
Expert
and
Observer
Judgements
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Due
to
the
low
frequency
of
tallies,
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cases
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number
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discrepancy
tallies
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the
number
of
total
tallies
thus
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in
a
zero
percent
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reading instruction in first-grade classrooms. Though much literature
is available in this area, generally it takes the form of describing
levels of individualizing instruction along any of the following
dimensions: goals and objectives; diagnosis and prescription; sequence,
level, and pace; learning methods, materials, and activities; instruc-
tional teachniques; and evaluation and assessment procedures. Instru-
ments which have been used to assess aspects of individualization fre-
quently deal with the school as a unit and rely on the perceptions of
school personnel and teachers. Thus, the SOI was developed in an
attempt to provide an objective assessment of particular aspects of
individualizing reading instruction in first grade classrooms.
The SOI takes the form of a general checklist of observable class-
room patterns consisting of indicators of individualization which can
be readily assessed in a brief scanning of the classroom. Specifically,
grouping patterns, differentiation of activities, number of subgroups,
assignment and/or selection of tasks, movement within the classroom,
decision-making, range of activities, variety of materials, and role
of the teacher are recorded. The SOI is designed to be recorded on
a time-sampling basis where the coder marks all the behaviors which
occur during the specified time interval. In this study, the SOI was
coded three times during the total observation period, at specified
intervals.
(c) Development of a Criterion-Referenced Reading Test (CRT)
A common measure was needed to assess reading achievement in those
classrooms not administering standardized reading achievement tests.
In order to define a domain of skills to be included in the test,
were
- k\ -
reading series currently being used in first-grade classrooms
analyzed to determine skills which were commonly taught at this level.
Standardized reading achievement tests used at the primary level were
also examined to determine subskills measured as well as item format.
This process identified eleven specific skills taught in beginning
reading instruction. They included skills in the general areas of
word attack, word discrimination, vocabulary, and comprehension. The
total test consisted of eight subtests. The sequence of items was
organized such that more difficult items were interspersed throughout
the test. The test contained a total of seventy-seven items with an
average of seven items per objective. (Appendix B contains specific
directions for administration and a copy of the test.)
For analysis purposes, the test was divided into a word attack
component and a comprehension component. A total test score was also
obtained by combining the word attack and comprehension test scores.
The skills included under word attack were: knowledge of final conso-
nants, short vowels, long vowels, initial blends, final blends, diph-
thongs, and word discrimination. The areas of comprehension assessed
were: vocabulary, word meaning, word endings, and sentence structure.
Observation, Coding and Scoring Procedures for LEDI and SOI
The coding format used was similar to the OSCAR-R system (Obser-
vation Scale and Rating - Reading) developed for use in the CRAFT
Project (Harris, 1966). This system had two sections: a static and a
dynamic section. The static section dealt with the range and variety
of materials and activities, while the dynamic section was concerned
k2 -
with the verbal behavior of the teacher. The thirty-minute observation
was divided into three ten-minute periods. During the first three
minutes, the static part was scored and during the last seven minutes
the dynamic portion was coded.
The observation procedure used called for coding both the LEDI
and the SOI during a single thirty-minute observation while the class
was involved in reading instruction. The coder entered the classroom
before the reading lesson started and began coding the LEDI at the
start of the reading lesson and continued coding for thirty consecutive
minutes. Simultaneously, the coder checked the appropriate items on
the SOI form three times during the thirty minutes at approximately
the first, fifteenth, and thirtieth minute of the observation period.
If, for some reason, the lesson was interrupted, the coder stopped
coding until the lesson began again and continued coding for a total
of th i rty minutes
.
Coding for the LEDI was in the form of a tally, each of which re-
presented a single instance of a particular type of teacher verbal
behavior. Each of the fifteen categories contained in the LEDI was
classified as either a teacher-directed or a student-centered behavior
or a learner or teacher supportive behavior. There are three
teacher-
directive categories (providing organization, direction; providing
factual material, lecturing; and asking factual recall or
drill-type
questions), five student-centered categories (providing explanation,
problem-structuring; asking open-ended questions, asking
non-specific,
unstructured questions; asking for procedural suggestions;
and asking
for clarification, explanation), four learner support
categories (pro-
viding opinion and personal reference; requesting
opinion, feeling,
- hi -
personal reference; giving positive reinforcement; and accepting and
clarifying), and three teacher support categories (providing self-
supporting, justifying remarks; neutral or no feedback given; and nega-
tive reinforcement).
The total number of tallies for each category was summed across
each of the four general types of behaviors to provide a total teacher-
directive score, a total student-centered score, a total learner-
support score, and a total teacher-support score. To obtain an overall
score on the dimension of teacher-directiveness, the total student-
centered score was subtracted from the total teacher-directive score.
To obtain an overall score on the dimension of learner support, the
total teacher support score was subtracted from the total learner
support score.
The format for coding on the SOI was to check the observed be-
havior for each item. Numbers were assigned to each choice such that
the lowest number was assigned to the choice indicating the least
amount of individualization. For example, on the item Teacher directs
attention to: 11
,
the number one was assigned to the choice class as a
whole"; the number two to the choice "subgroups"; and the number three
to the choice "individuals". Thus, summing across the scores on the
three SOl's completed during the observation period provided an over-
all score for each classroom and established a range of i nd
i vi dua 1 i za
tion
.
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Scores Used for Analysis
The three independent measures used in the analysis were extent of
individualization, amount of teacher-directiveness, and degree of
learner support. The dependent variable, reading performance, was
assessed by two types of measures, one provided by grade-equivalency
scores obtained from standardized reading achievement tests, and the
other provided by raw scores obtained on the cri ter ion- referenced
reading test. For both types of measures, a total reading score, a
word attack score, and a comprehension score served as the dependent
measures in the analyses. I he following sections describe how each
of these scores was derived.
(a) Independent Measures
A score on the dimension of teacher-directiveness was obtained
for each teacher by first summing the number of tallies in each of the
three categories defined as directive behaviors. Likewise, the
number of tallies in each of the five categories defined as student-
centered behaviors was summed. Then the total student-centered score
was subtracted from the total teacher-directive score to define the
degree of directiveness for each teacher. In every case, the
teacher-directive score was greater than the student-centered score.
The range of scores was from 8 to 181.
To obtain a score on the learner support dimension, the number of
tallies in each of the four learner-supportive categories was summed,
as was the number of tallies in each of the three teacher-supportive
categories. The resulting total teacher support score was then sub-
tracted from the total learner support score to define the extent of
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learner support for each teacher. The resulting scores ranged from - 30
to 71.
To define the level of individualization, a score was assigned
to each of the options on the eight dimensions assessed. This was
done in such a way that the lowest score was given to the situation
indicative of the least amount of individualization. The range of scores
assigned to each i tern was as follows: (l) grouping pattern, 1-3; (2)
differentiation of activities, 1-4; (3) number of subgroups 1-4;
(4) assignment and/or selection of tasks, 1~5; (5) movement within
the classroom, 1-2; (6) decision-making, 1-3; (7) range of activities,
1-3; and (8) variety of resources used, 1-3- Since the SOI was re-
corded three times during the observation period, the scores obtained
each time were summed to obtain an overall total score. The resulting
range of individualization scores was from 24 to 86.
(b) Dependent Measures
Reading achievement test scores served as the dependent measures.
These scores were either obtained from a standardized reading achieve-
ment test or from the criterion-referenced reading test. The score
used in the analyses was a grade equivalency score for the standardized
data group and a raw score for the CRT data group. In each case, the
classroom was the unit of analysis.
Since the standardized scores were obtained from several different
reading achievement tests
1
,
it was decided to use grade equivalency
1
The tests administered were: California Achievement Test;
Metropolitan
Achievement Test; Stanford Achievement Test; Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
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scores as opposed to raw scores derived from these tests. Each of the
reading tests generally produced a total reading score and several
subtest scores. All of the subtests for each test were then analyzed
in an attempt to locate subtests which required the child to perform
the same task. Through this process, two item formats were found to
be common across the tests. One represented a basic word analysis
skill, requiring the child to match a given word with the picture pro-
v i ded . The score on this subtest was used as the word attack score in
the analyses. The other common task required that the child read a
given passage and then answer questions based on the content of what
was read. This subtest score represented the comprehension score used.
If the test provided a total reading score, that score was also used
in the analyses. Although the grade equivalency scores derived from
these tests are not exactly equivalent, the particular scores selected
were based on similar item formats and were thus considered to be
basically comparable.
The Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) assessed eleven specific skills
commonly taught at the first-grade level, including skills in the
general areas of word attack, word discrimination, vocabulary, and
comprehension. The test contained thirty-nine items representing six
word analysis skills and thirty-eight items representing five compre-
hension skills. As was the case with the standardized data, a total
score, a word attack score, and a comprehension score were produced for
analysis purposes.
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P rocedure
To obtain schools to participate in the study, three strategies
were utilized: l) survey letters outlining the purposes and the re-
quired procedures to conduct the study sent to school administrators;
2) follow-up contacts by telephone; and 3) personal interviews with school
personnel. This set of procedures produced 130 classrooms willing to
participate. Of this total, only 118 classrooms were actually included
in the study due to scheduling difficulties, absenteeism, incomplete
observations, and various other mishaps. Classification of the class-
rooms by method resulted in fifty-nine classrooms being classified as
basal and fifty-nine as intensive phonic.
Of the participating classrooms, thirty-seven provided standardized
reading achievement scores. An additional thirty classrooms adminis-
tered the Criterion Reference Test (CRT) developed to provide a common
measure of reading performance. The remaining classrooms provided no
student outcome measures for one of the following reasons: 1) the
school was opposed to standardized testing for first-grade children;
2) CRT's were used throughout the year for instructional purposes;
or 3) the children were to be tested at the beginning of grade two.
This situation is indicative of the growing movement away from standar-
dized testing, especially at the primary level.
The instruments to be used in the study were developed, pilot
tested, and revised during the first semester. Schools were contacted
and the observer training sessions were planned during February and
March. The training was conducted over a three-week period beginning
in mid-March. Simultaneously, classroom observation schedules were
- ^8 -
arranged through school personnel and individual teachers. Actual
observations in the classrooms involved in the study were conducted
during April and May. At the same time, teachers were asked to respond
to a questionnaire to provide teacher background data and information
concerning specific dimensions of the reading program (See Appendix C)
.
At the end of the observation period, the observers recorded the number
of children in the class, the approach(es) used, and the commercial
reading materials used. This information was used in conjunction with
that provided by the teacher to classify the method as either basal
or intensive phonic. Basically, if the teacher either utilized an
intensive phonic program exclusively or supplemented a basal series with
an intensive phonic method of teaching sound-symbol correspondences,
then the method was classified as intensive phonic. Otherwise, the
method was classified as basal.
The reading achievement measures were administered by the class-
room teachers during the month of May. Individual student scores
were used to compute a mean achievement score on each of the three
reading measures for each classroom. Each teacher was then categorized
as high or low on the dimensions of individualization, teacher-directive-
ness, and learner support.
Chapter IV
Resul ts
Descriptive Results
The first set of research questions posed in Chapter I concerned the
characteristics of first-grade classrooms with respect to the three dimen-
sions of interest: Teacher-directiveness, learner-support, and individual
zation. Included in Table 2 are the means and ranges of scores for the
118 classrooms observed. The same statistics are also reported for the
high and low groups for each dimension. The data reported in this table
reflect the preponderance of teacher-directive behaviors during beginning
reading instruction, leading to the classification of only nineteen
teachers as low and the remaining ninety-nine as high (a ratio of one to
f i ve)
.
On the learner support dimension, teachers were classified as low
if their teacher-supportive behaviors were greater than or equal to
their learner— supportive behaviors. If, on the other hand, their
learner-supportive behaviors were in excess of their teacher-supportive
behaviors, they were categorized as high. This classification scheme
placed more than twice as many teachers in the high group (8l) as in
the low group (37). In the case of individualization, the trend was
reversed; that is, nearly twice as many teachers fell into the low
category (77) as into the high category (41). This difference
is also
apparent in the mean score of 48, which is below the mid-point of
the
observed range. In Table 3 more specific data are provided
on each of
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Table 3
Summary of Selected Data
from the Signs of Individualization Form
(based on Time 1, N = 118)
Alternative Frequency
1
.
Teacher directs attention to a. Class as a whole 27
b. Subgroups 84
c. Individuals 7
2. Differentiation of activities a . Same for a 1
1
39
b. Differentiated for groups 51
c. Combination of b and d 22
d. Individual ized 6
3. Number of subgroups a. One (whole class) 25
b. Two or three 53
c. Four or five 19
d. Six or more 21
A. Movement a. Restricted 78
b. Free 40
5. Assignment/selection of tasks a. Assigned to class 33
b. Assigned to subgroups 52
c. Any combination of a - e 24
d. Assigned to individuals 6
e. Selected by individuals 3
6. Decision-making by a. Teacher 112
b. Program 0
c. Learner 6
7. Number of resources being used a. One or two 56
b. Three or four 48
c. Five or more 14
8. Number of activities students a . One or two 74
engaged in b. Three or four 36Q
c. Five or more
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the items that contributed to the total individualization score. As
can be seen, during reading instruction, classrooms are generally
characterized by: The teacher directing her attention to either the
class as a whole or to subgroups, rather than to individuals; activities
either the same for all or differentiated by groups; two or three sub-
groups; restricted movement; tasks assigned either to the class or to
subgroups; the teacher being the decision-maker; and from one to three
activities taking place. In summary, the classrooms observed could
generally be described as highly teacher-directed, exhibiting substan-
tial support for the learner, and having a limited amount of indivi-
dualization, though a considerable amount of differentiation of instruc-
tion.
Table k provides a picture of the classrooms in a three-dimensional
space. Of the eight possible combinations, the low in individualiza-
tion and high in both learner support and teacher directiveness pattern
had the highest frequency, accounting for about thirty-five percent of
the teachers. Another twenty percent were high on all three dimensions.
The low- i ndi vi dual i zat ion
,
high-teacher-directive, 1 ow- 1 earner-support i ve
pattern accounted for an additional twenty percent. About nine percent
were low in individualization and teacher-directiveness, and high in
learner support. The h i gh- i ndi vi dual i zat ion , h i gh-teacher-d i rect i ve
,
and low-learner support combination accounted for another nine percent.
The final seven percent was distributed over the remaining three
patterns. There were only four out of 118 classrooms having a high
amount of individualization and learner support, and a low level of
teacher-di recti veness
.
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Table 4
Number of Classrooms in
High-Low Individualization,
and Learner
Each Combination of
Teacher -d i recti veness
Support
>
Dimensions
F requency
1 ndi vi dua 1 i zat i on
Teacher-
di recti veness Learner-Support
Low
Low 1
Low
High 1
1
High
Low 23
High 42
High
Low
Low 3
Hi gh 4
High
Low 10
High 24
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The classroom observation instrument used recorded fifteen types
of verbal behavior used by teachers during beginning reading instruc-
tion. Each of the categories contained in the LEDI was classified as
either a teacher-directed or student-centered behavior, or a learner-
or teacher-supportive behavior. Table 5 contains the mean frequency of
occurrence for each of the specific teacher behaviors recorded. Exami-
nation of this table reveals the single most
— used category was ''re-
questing factual material 11
,
with an average occurrence of forty-seven
times per thirty minutes of reading instruction. This category in-
cluded asking content-oriented questions, drill questions, and other
narrow questions for which right and wrong answers are defined.
The second most-used category was "providing organization or direction",
used an average of thirty-nine times. Included in this category are
orders, procedural directives, and specific directives for which the
student(s) is expected to comply. These two categories were both
defined as directive behaviors. The category "positive reinforcement"
had the third highest frequency, with an average occurrence of twenty-
three times. Next came "providing factual material, lecturing" and
"neutral feedback", with frequencies of fifteen and fourteen, respec-
tively. Thus, five categories, three teacher-directed, one learner-
supportive, and one teacher-supportive accounted for an average of 138
of the mean 1 80 behaviors recorded during the thirty-minute period.
Three student-centered categories, "providing explanation, problem-
structuring", "requesting open-ended response", and "requesting non-
specific, unstructured response", were the next highest in use, with a
total average occurrence of twenty-five times. The remaining seven
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categories were each used on the average five or less times.
In addition to average frequencies, mean percents were calculated.
For each teacher, the number of tallies for each category was divided
by the total number of tallies a teacher received, thus giving the
percent of that teacher's behavior which fell into each category.
These percent scores for each teacher were then averaged to obtain the
mean percent for a given category. These results are reported in
Table 6. The average percents were in the same order as the mean fre-
quencies, with the highest category being "requesting factual material",
accounting for nearly twenty-six percent of the teachers' behavior.
Four categories occurred less than one percent of the time. Those were:
"requesting procedural suggestions", "requesting clarification, explana-
tion", "providing opinion, personal reference", and "providing self-
supporting, justifying remarks".
Effects of Reading Method
A preliminary question posed was whether or not there would be
significant differences in reading achievement between the children
in classrooms that utilized an intensive phonic approach and those
that utilized a basal approach. The means and standard deviations
for the two groups on each of the three standardized measures are
re
ported in Table 7. Due to the small number of classrooms in each
group
and the large differences in standard deviations between the
two groups,
in conjunction with the actual mean differences being small in
magnitude,
a statistical test of significance was not performed.
However, inspec-
tion of the data revealed that the achievement scores
were not substan-
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tially different for the two method groups. Of particular interest is
the word attack score which was nearly identical for the group taught
by a basal method and that taught by an intensive phonic method. The
criterion-referenced test data, shown in Table 8, likewise revealed
only slight differences, with the least difference between the word
attack scores of the two method groups.
To determine if there were differences in specific behaviors
between teachers using an intensive phonic approach and those using a
basal approach, the mean frequencies by category for each of the two
method groups were computed. Examination of Table 9 revealed only slight
differences, with the possible exception of the two teacher-supportive
categories of self-supporting, justifying remarks and negative rein-
forcement. Considering the infrequency with which these two categories
of teacher behavior occurred, the differences are minor in a practical
application sense. These findings lend credence to the belief that
the traditional mode for labeling treatment variations in research in
reading instruction may not be sensitive to the characteristics which
distinguish instructional treatments.
Effects of Teacher-directiveness. Learner Support, and Individualization
The next phase of the analysis was concerned with the effects of
varying levels of teacher-directiveness, learner support, and indivi-
dualization on the reading performance of first-grade children. As
mentioned earlier, student outcome measures were provided for sixty-
seven of the 118 classrooms observed. Of the twenty school districts
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Table 9
Mean Frequency for Each Category of Verbal Behavior
for Intensive Phonic and Basal Methods
Verbal Behavior Reading Method
Category
Intensive Phonic Basal
(N = 59) (N = 59)
Teacher-di rected:
Providing direction, organization 39.7 38.1
Providing factual material, lecturing 15.1 14.6
Requesting factual material (narrow
quest i ons) 45.1 49-7
Student-centered:
Providing explanation, problem-structuring 8.9 9.5
Requesting open-ended response 7-3 8.1
Asking non-specific, unstructured
questions 8.1 7.3
Asking for procedural suggestions 1.7 1 .6
Requesting clarification, explanation 1.6 1.3
Learner supportive:
Providing opinion, personal reference 1 .0 1.2
Requesting opinion, feeling, personal
reference 1.9 2.6
Positive reinforcement 25.3 21 .0
Accepting and clarifying 4.9
5-8
Teacher supportive:
Self-supporting, justifying remarks
Neutral feedback
Negative reinforcement
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represented in the total study, twelve were included In the sample with
student data. These were distributed such that five suburban, five
inner-city, and two rural communities were represented. A total of
twenty-four different schools provided achievement scores.
The first question posed was, "Are there significant differences in
achievement between the students in classrooms that are highly teacher-
directed and those in less teacher-directed classrooms?" As shown in
Table 10, classrooms low in this dimension had a mean total of fifty-
nine teacher-directed behaviors and a mean total of thirty-three
student-centered behaviors. On the other hand, the high classrooms had
109 and twenty-seven teacher-directed and student-centered behaviors,
respectively. A comparison of the standardized reading achievement
scores showed a difference of a half of year between the high and low
groups based on the total reading score (Table 11). The differences
based on the comprehension scores and the word attack scores of the
two levels represented a difference of four months and three months,
respectively. The analysis performed to test the hypothesis was a
multivariate analysis of variance involving two levels of one factor,
collapsing across the other three factors; i.e., method, learner sup-
port, and individualization. The multivariate test of significance
showed the high and low groups to be significantly different (F = 3-64;
d.f. = 3,26; p < .025), favoring the low teacher-directed group. The
univariate significance tests showed the differences in total reading
and comprehension to be significant at the p < .01 level (F = 7-60,
7.55; d.f. = 1,28). As can be seen in Table 12, the differences based
- 67 -
Table 10
Mean Number of Behavior Types
For High and Low Groups
Group Teacher-Di rectiveness
Total Teacher-di rective
Behaviors
Total Student-centered
Behavi ors
Mean S D Mean S D
Low 59 16.1 33 10.9
High 109 31.4 27 13.3
Learner Support
Total Learner-supporti ve
Behavi ors
Total Teacher-supportive
Behavi ors
Mean S D Mean S D
Low 17 8.3 30 9.8
High 39 15.0 15 8.9
Summary
of
Descriptive
Statistics
on
the
Three
Measures
of
Reading
Achievement
for
Classrooms
Classified
as
Low
and
High
on
the
Three
Dimensions
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Learner
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grade
equivalency
scores)
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on the criterion-referenced test data all favored the group low in teacher-
directiveness, though the differences were not statistically significant.
The next question was concerned with achievement differences based
on the level of learner support. More specifically, the question
stated was, "Are there significant differences in student achievement
between classrooms in which there is a high degree of learner support
and those in which there is less support for the learner ?" Classrooms
low in this dimension were characterized by a mean of thirty teacher-
supportive behaviors and seventeen learner-supportive behaviors. The
high classrooms had more than twice as many learner-supportive behaviors
and half as many behaviors that were teacher-supportive (Table 10).
Comparing the group means for the high and low levels revealed such
slight differences based on both the standardized achievement scores
and the criterion-referenced scores (Tables 11 and 12) that further
analysis was deemed unnecessary. However, these minor differences
did consistently favor the group high in learner support.
The last question in this portion of the analysis was whether
reading achievement is affected by the level of individualization, or
"Are there significant differences in achievement between children
in classrooms having a high degree of individualization and those
having lesser amounts?" Again, inspection of the mean scores for the
two groups on each of the criterion measures showed only slight
dif-
ferences, therefore the planned analysis was not carried out.
The
trend was for the low group to be slightly superior. However,
these
results must be interpreted keeping in mind the skewed
distribution
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of scores on this dimension. Examining the cumulative frequencies,
seventy-five percent of the teachers fell below the mid-point of the
range of individualization scores.
Interactive Effects of the Three Dimensions: Individualization,
Teacher-directiveness, and Learner Support
The final phase of the data analysis was concerned with the com-
bined patterns of high-low levels of individualization, teacher-directive-
ness, and learner support. The first question posed was an attempt to
compare the two extreme groups; that is, the group high on individualiza-
tion and learner support, and low on teacher-directiveness (HHL) and
the group opposite on each dimension; i.e., LLH. Since only one class-
room in each of the two data groups fell into the HHL group, such a com-
parison was not possible. Due to the low frequency of classrooms
falling into each of the eight combined pattern categories, and the
restricted range of individualization, it was decided to look only at
combined levels of teacher-directiveness and learner-support, disre-
garding the level of individualization. As can be seen in Table 13,
there was a difference of nearly a full year in average grade equivalency
scores between the group low in teacher-directiveness and high in
learner-support and all of the other three groups. The criterion-
referenced data (Table 14) similarly showed that the differences
favored
the same group. Though the number of classrooms
represented in each
group was small, the difference was apparent in both
data groups on
all three measures of reading achievement. Thus, the
combination of
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Table 13
Mean Grade Equivalency Scores for Classrooms
In Each High-Low Combination of
Teacher-directiveness (TD) and Learner Support (LS)
(N = 37)
Combined Patterns
Low TD
High LS
High TD
Low LS
High TD
High LS
Low TD
Low LS
Reading Measures (N=4) (N=13) (N=l 6) (N=4)
Total Reading 3-37 2.40 2.33 2.45
Word Attack 3.^3 2.53 2.42 2.47
Comp rehens i on 3.43 2. 19 2.22 2.22
- 73 -
Table \k
Mean CRT Raw Scores for Classrooms
In Each High-Low Combination of
Teacher-directiveness (TD) and Learner Support ( LS
)
(N = 30)
\
Reading Measures
Comb i ned Patterns
Low TD
High LS
(N=5)
High TD
Low LS
(N-9)
High TD
High LS
(N= 1 6)
Low TD
a
Low LS
Total Reading 62.
A
5^.7 57-9 —
Word Attack 32.3 28.6 30.8 —
Comprehens i on 30.0 26.1 27.2
a
No classrooms in this data group were in the Low TD-Low LS pattern.
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low teacher-directiveness and high learner support produced reading
achievement scores which were higher than those of any of the other
three combined pattern categories.
Miscellaneous Results
Several analyses were performed in order to determine if there
were any female-male differences in reading performance. For both the
standardized and the criterion-referenced data groups mean scores were
calculated based on the total number of males and females. The mean
word attack score for the 264 females with standardized scores was
2.65. The same score for the 283 males was 2.56. The mean comprehension
scores for females and males, respectively, were 2.42 and 2.35. These
scores, based on thirty-one classrooms, showed an average mean difference
of less than one month on both grade equivalency scores. The differences
favored the females in both cases. The cr i ter i on- referenced data results
similarly showed a slight difference in favor of the female group. The
differences in total, word attack, and comprehension scores, respectively,
were three, two, and two raw score points based on a total of 404
students from twenty-nine classrooms.
Though the overall differences in reading achievement test scores
between males and females were non-existent for all practical purposes,
examination of the data for individual classrooms showed some interesting
results. For example, on word attack grade equivalency scores for the
thirty-one classrooms, twelve classrooms showed sex differences of from
four months to sixteen months. Ten of the differences favored the fe-
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males while two differences favored the males. Similarly, based on the
criterion-referenced total scores, eleven classrooms showed sex dif-
ferences of from five to eleven raw score points. In eight of these
cases, the female scores were superior. These seemingly contrasting
results may be indicative of differential effects of particular teaching
styles on the reading achievement of males and females and deserve
further consideration in future research activities.
Chapter V
Cone 1 us ions
Discussion of Results
A summary of the descriptive data based on 118 classrooms revealed
first-grade classrooms to be characterized by a high degree of teacher-
directiveness, a substantial amount of learner support, and a limited
extent of individualization, though a considerable amount of differen-
tiation of instruction. The results in terms of directiveness parallel
the findings of years of research on teaching; i.e., teachers' behaviors
are predominantly direct (Anderson, 1939; Flanders, 1967; Adams and
Biddle, 1970; Dunkin and Biddle, 197*0* However, in terms of classroom
climate, or learner support, Dunkin and Biddle in their extensive review
of studies on teaching, concluded that classrooms are primarily neutral
in tone. Similarly, Flanders (i960) described the classroom as an "af-
fectional desert" with most communications being neither warm nor cold.
The finding that first grade classrooms are limited in their extent of
individualization but do provide for substantial differentiation of in-
struction is a reflection of the current trend of objective-based in-
struction which calls for grouping children for instructional purposes
according to their level of skill attainment.
Fifteen types of verbal behavior used by teachers during beginning
reading instruction were assessed based on the LED I . Each behavior
was defined as teacher-directed, teacher-supportive, student-centered,
or learner-supportive. An examination of Table 6 shows that fifty-six
percent of teachers' behaviors were directive. Looking at the six
- 76 -
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question categories, teachers were found to be asking questions about
thirty-eight percent of the time. Investigations of classroom inter-
action have shown teacher questions to consume a large part of the in-
structional process. Perkins (1964), Gump (1967), and Adams and Biddle
(1970) have found primary classrooms to be characterized by much class
recitation and by teacher question-student response behavior patterns.
Specific to reading instruction, Morrison (1968) found teachers asking
an average of sixty questions in a thirty minute reading period. The
data reported here likewise found first-grade teachers asking an average
of sixty-eight questions in the same time span during initial reading
instruction. Guszak (1967) found that teachers utilizing basal readers
asked questions which allowed for only low level responses of a literal
and specific nature. This finding was also supported by the data of
this study in that of the average sixty-eight questions asked by teachers,
forty-seven, or seventy percent, fell into the category "requesting
factual material", which included asking content-oriented questions,
drill questions, and other narrow questions for which right and wrong
answers are defined.
For the purpose of this study, reading methods were categorized as
either basal or intensive phonic, depending upon the degree of emphasis
placed on sound-symbol relationships. Classroom observation data was
used in conjunction with information provided by the teacher to classify
methods. If the teacher either utilized an intensive phonic program
exclusively or supplemented a basal series with a phonic-based method of
teaching sound-symbol correspondences, the method was classified as in-
tensive phonic. Otherwise the method was classified as basal. Using
- 78 -
this strategy for classifying reading methods, a comparison of mean scores
on three measures of reading achievement showed that the differences be-
tween the intensive phonic and the basal groups were not substantial.
This finding was consistent in both the standardized data group and the
cr i te r i on - refe renced data group and was based on the scores of students
in sixty-seven first-grade classrooms.
Several studies have found that intensive phonic methods, or methods
providing for greater consistency in the introduction of sound-symbol
relationships, produce higher reading achievement scores than gradual
phonics approaches (Gurren and Hughes, 1965; Downing, 1965; Bliesmar and
Yarborough, 1965; Hahn, 1966; Hayes, 1966; Mazurki ewi ez
,
1966; Tanyzer
and Alpert, 1 966 ; Ruddel 1 , 1968; Bateman, 1968; Hartlage, Lucas and
Main, 1972). Generally, the design was to compare two or more grossly
defined methods of teaching reading involving a relatively small number
of classrooms. The usual strategy was to define the method of instruc-
tion in terms of materials utilized to teach reading, thereby neglecting
to take into account the teacher's implementation of the method. In the
absence of operational definitions of instructional methods, the inter-
pretability of most reading methods studies is severely limited. The
findings based on the twenty-seven first grade reading research projects
involved in the Cooperative First Grade Reading Studies lend further
support to this position. Greater variation was found among teachers
using the same method than between methods. Chall and Feldman (1967)
and Bartolome (
1
969 ) found that teachers who claimed they were propo-
nents of a particular method did not exhibit classroom behaviors pre-
scribed by that method. On examination of the mean frequencies for each
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of the fifteen types of teacher behaviors (Table 9) for each of the two
method groups, only very minor differences were found between the be-
haviors of teachers utilizing an intensive phonic approach and those of
teachers using a basal approach. In summary, it seems reasonable to con-
clude that differences in teacher behaviors are not defined by the method
labels traditionally applied in reading research. In fact, it may be the
case that treatment classification in reading instruction by method labels
obscures the essential characteristics which differentiate instructional
treatments
.
Differential effects upon the reading achievement of first-grade
children were revealed between the high and low groups on only one of
the three dimensions assessed in this study. That dimension was teacher-
directiveness and the differences significantly favored the low group.
It is difficult to relate these findings to those of previous researchers
with respect to this dimension because of the conceptual confusion which
exists in the literature. As mentioned in Chapter III, there appears to
be a history of eliding the two dimensions of teacher warmth and teacher-
directiveness into a single dimension, adopting Flanders' terminology,
generally referred to as "directness". Dunkin and Biddle in their review
of studies concerning this global dimension of "directness" concluded
that the overall experimental evidence does not show a relationship be-
tween levels of teacher directness and student achievement. However,
since the findings of individual studies tended to be reversed in other
studies, the authors inferred that these seemingly contrasting results
may be attributed to either a weakness in concept or observational metho-
dology, or to contextual effects such as grade level, lesson format, group
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structure or function, teacher role, and so on. Thus, the finding that
a relationship existed between student achievement and level of teacher-
directiveness should only be interpreted with respect to first-grade
classrooms during reading instruction.
Some support for the independence of the two concepts of warmth and
directiveness was revealed when three out of four independent studies
found that teacher "indirectness" was unrelated to teacher "directness"
and that the commonly assumed negative relationship did not hold (Dunkin
and Biddle, 1974). In the data reported here, seventy teachers, or sixty
percent of the total 118 teachers observed, were classified either high
or low on both the dimensions of learner support and directiveness.
The remaining forty teachers were classified as high on one dimension and
low on the other dimension. This finding lends further credence to the
belief that a un i d i mens ional scale should not be used to assess teaching
behavi ors
.
The research findings which relate to the affective climate or the
degree of learner support deal mainly with the specific concepts of
teacher praise, acceptance, and criticism which are associated with
teacher warmth. Teachers in standard classrooms have been found to make
infrequent use of praise, acceptance, and criticism in their communica-
tions (Flanders, 1970; Furst and Amidon, 1967; Lohman , Ober, and Hough,
1967; Perkins, 1964; Tisher, 1970). The data provided by use of the
LEDI showed these three types of behaviors to account for less than eigh-
teen percent of teachers' total behaviors, with praise alone accounting
for more than twelve percent. As was the case with the findings on
teacher "directness", Dunkin and Biddle found that the results of
studies
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concerned with specific concepts of teacher warmth were likely to be
denied or reversed in other studies. Criticism was the only concept
which appeared to be related to pupil outcomes, but even for this vari-
able, the product evidence was found to be contradictory.
As mentioned in Chapter III, the reading achievement of children
in classrooms exhibiting a high degree of learner support did not differ
substantially from that of children in classrooms exhibiting a low de-
gree of learner support. However, when combined levels of learner sup-
port and teacher-directiveness were considered, the average achievement
of children in classrooms that were both high in learner support and low
in teacher-directiveness was far superior to that of any of the other
three combined patterns. Although the differences were apparent in both
the standardized data group and the criterion-referenced data group and
were great in magnitude, these results should be interpreted with caution
because of the small number of classrooms which fell into each of the four
categories
.
Some evidence exists to suggest that warmth on the part of the teacher
is not a phenomenon which effects all students in the same manner. Several
studies have shown that warmth is more important for certain students,
especially disadvantaged students or students who are targets of preju-
dice or discrimination. St. John (1970 found that black students re-
sponded more strongly and favorably to teacher warmth, in contrast to
white students who were less affected by teacher warmth and more affected
by the teacher's teaching skills. Kleinfeld (1972) found warmth to be
particularly important to the teacher's success with Indian and Eskimo
students attending urban schools in which they were a minority. Thus, it
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would seem that it may be more profitable to consider the dimension of
teacher warmth or learner support in an aptitude-treatment interaction
mode, taking into account individual student characteristics, as opposed
to looking for an overall main effect.
Research reports frequently indicate that even though there is no
sex difference in general intelligence or ability, girls tend to out-
perform boys in the early elementary grades, especially in reading and
other verbal skills (Stroud and Linquist, 1942; Gates, 1 96 1 ; Maccoby,
1966; Wyatt, 1967). Three major factors have been cited in an attempt to
explain these sex differences: (1) there is a sex difference in matura-
tion which favors girls over boys; (2) a conflict exists between our
cultural sex-role expectations for boys and the student-role expectations
that schools apply to all students; and ( 3 ) the statistics show a pre-
dominance of female teachers in the early elementary grades (Brophy and
Good, 197*0- Indeed, nineteen out of twenty primary teachers are women,
and the ratio approaches unity in the lower grades (Dunkin and Biddle,
1974)
.
(Of the 118 first-grade teachers involved in this study, only
two were males
.)
Overall differences due to sex were not apparent in this study,
based on the reading achievement scores of nearly one thousand first
grade children. A comparison of the mean scores for the total number of
males and the total number of females revealed insignificant differences.
However, an analysis by classroom indicated substantial differences
between the achievement of boys and girls in twenty-three of the sixty-
seven classrooms. These differences favored the females in eighteen in
stances. Thus, it may be that the reading achievement of males and fe-
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males is differentially effected by particular teaching behaviors or
styles. It would seem reasonable to conclude that teaching styles of
first grade teachers are more closely aligned with the learning styles
of girls than boys.
Limi tations
The primary limitations to the general i zabi 1 i ty of the results of
this study are the relatively small sample size to investigate the types of
questions of interest in this study, the use of grade equivalency scores
derived from several different standardized reading achievement tests,
and our inability to randomly select the sample population. An addi-
tional problem, which reduced the sample size dramatically for some of
the analyses, was the lack of standardized reading scores in many of
the schools participating in the study.
On the matter of our sample schools, geographical constraints were
in effect in selecting the sample classrooms to participate in the study.
Although the sample included suburban, rural, city and inner-city class-
rooms in which a wide range of instruction practices, methods, and ma-
terials were utilized to teach initial reading, the general i zab i 1 i ty of
the findings are limited to the extent to which New England classrooms
are representative of the population of first-grade classrooms.
It is also important to recognize that the classification of a
classroom as "high" or "low" on any of the dimensions under study was
based on the relationship between classroom observation scores and median
classroom scores based on the 118 classrooms included in the study. To
the extent that the distribution of classroom scores does not reflect
the
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distribution of scores in the population of classrooms of interest, the
category labels "high" and "low" are perhaps misleading.
Finally, potential threats to the genera 1 i zab i 1 i ty of the results
include the fact that teachers were observed on only a single occasion
for thirty minutes during reading instruction and the reliability of
the observation data is limited to the degree to which that set of ob-
servations is a representative sample of the teacher's total behavior
with respect to the three dimensions assessed. Because of the nature
of the reading lesson format in beginning reading instruction, a high
degree of uniformity in teacher behaviors from day to day was assumed.
Haffner and Slobodian (1969) observed teachers while working with reading
groups on two separate occasions and found that the overall patterns of
the teacher-pupil interaction observed on the first and second observa-
tions did not change significantly. It was further assumed that the
extent of individualization, the amount of directiveness, and the degree
of support for the learner provided for by the teacher was stable across
time. Generally, for measures on affective variables, as opposed to cog-
nitive interactions for an individual teacher, a single classroom obser-
vation is sufficient (Rosenshine, 1973).
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings described in this document have several implications
for future research on teaching. Specific to research on reading in-
struction, this study has provided data to suggest that essential dif-
ferences in teacher behaviors are not defined by the reading method
labels traditionally applied to define instructional treatments. Future
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studies need to focus on identifying specific types of teacher behaviors
which are related to varying levels of reading performance. This study
revealed a significant relationship between directive behaviors and
student achievement in the area of initial reading.
Additionally, the findings of this study lend supporting evidence
that a single measure of classroom interaction, such as degree of direct-
ness, is most likely too global a dimension to show any clear relation-
ships with student outcome measures. In future studies on teaching,
directiveness and warmth on the part of the teacher should be considered
as separate dimensions. The assumption that these two aspects of teaching
behavior are negatively related has not been substantiated, and thus,
the common practice of eliding the two concepts into a single dimension
should be abandoned.
Research studies of the relative effects of specific teaching be-
haviors, especially those that pertain to the affective climate, are
characterized by results which are continuously being denied and reversed
in subsequent studies. This finding seems to indicate that teaching
behaviors may be "contextually bound" and should be considered relative
to particular teaching situations. Before general conclusions about
teaching effectiveness can be drawn, research studies need to be repli-
cated across a variety of grade levels, lesson formats, group structures
and functions, teacher roles, and so on.
A final recommendation is that future studies concerned with the
effects of the amount of teacher-directiveness, the degree of learner
support, and the extent of individualization on the reading performance
of first-grade children should consider the possibility that these
dim-
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ensions may not be related in a simple linear fashion to pupil achievement.
The observation system used in this study considered students collectively
while focusing primarily on the teachers' behaviors. Observation techni-
ques that preserve the identify of individual students would allow the
study of differential effects due to such variables as teacher attitudes
and expectations, and the SES, race, sex, and other characteristics of
individual students. Likewise, such an observation system would make
possible the study of apt i tude- treatment interactions.
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Appendix A
Training
and Copies of the
and
Materials, Directions for Coding,
Learning Environment Dimensions Index (LED
I
)
Signs of Individualization (SOI)
Sample Dialogue
Teacher
:
O.K. That's enough for the moment. Close your books and
look here. .
. (pause). . . Terry, I'm waiting for you to
pay attention.
.
. (pause). . . Thank you. No, Mary, let's
save the questions for later. Put your hands down. . .
(Pause).
. . Michael, did you find out what year it was when
Captain Cook died?
Michael: 1770.
Teacher: No, That was the year he discovered Australia. You didn't
read carefully enough. .
.
(pause). . . Graham, can you tell
us?
Bill: Sir.' Sir! I know.
Teacher: Take it easy, Bill. I asked Graham. Graham?
Graham
:
I'm not sure when it was, but I know where it was.
Teacher: Well, we'll get to that later. Let's find out when it was
first. Does anyone know?. . . (pause). . .Yes, Kevin?
Kevin
:
1779.
Teacher: Now, then, how was he killed?
Coding
The basic coding unit is one or more words or sentences representing
an instance of one of the 15 types of teacher verbal behaviors. Consecutive
sentences which fall into the same category will be coded as a single instance
of a particular category of verbal behavior. Therefore, coding is by category
change .
The exception to this general rule applies to Directives (Category 1)
and Questions (Categories 6-11) in which case each complete sentence or
question is coded. For the Feedback Categories (12-15), two or more consecu-
tive sentences which provide a single type of feedback for one student will
be coded once. However, if the same type of feedback is given consecutively
to two (or more) different students, then the feedback will be coded separately
for each student.
The actual mode of coding is in the form of a tally, each of which
represents a single instance of a particular type of teacher verbal behavior.
Example: '1+H* ItH- ll =12 occurrences
The following examples illustrate the coding procedures:
Example
1) Today we're going to learn a new
sound. It takes two letters to
make this sound. The sound is "shhh.
The two letters we need are "s" and
"h."
2) Look at the words on the board and find
the one that has a "sh."
3) Take out your pencils and your workbooks.
Turn to page 27.
Sandy, that was a really good sentence.
I think you've already learned our new
sound.
Category No. of Tallies
4 )
12 1
Example Catego ry No. of Tallies
5) Tony, you're paper is very good.
Sue, yours is too.
12 2
The teacher's intent determines the category which applies. For example,
if the teacher provides an opinion or asks a question which is intended to
direct the student(s), it should be coded as a directive.
Example Category No. of Tallies
6) I think it's time to clean up. 1 1
7) Don't you think you ought to get
busy?
1 1
8) Doesn't everyone like it to be
nice and quiet?
5 1
9) I wish it was always so quiet.
We can get so much more done, can't
we?
5 1
Examples of other categories:
10) Do you want to pick a person to
work with?
10 1
ID Shall we work in our groups today? 10 1
12) Would you like to read your story
to me?
10 1
13) What are you reading today, Anne? 8 1
14) Has anyone ever been to a circus? 8
1
15) Jim, do you like to play baseball? 9
1
16) Mary, do you want to tell us about
your trip?
9 1
Teacher Statements
TD (1) Providing Organization, Direction
(Student is expected to comply.)
— procedural directives
— specific directives (may be in form of question or Opinion
,
but if intent is to have student (s) take some specific action,
code here)
— commands, orders (if intent is to deter student (s) from continued
indulgence in present "unacceptable" behavior, code as Negative
Reinforcement )
TD (2) Providing Factual Material, Lecturing
— presenting information substantively related to lesson objective
— introduction of topics, lessons
— lecturing, giving facts about lesson content
— demonstrating
— reading aloud
— asking rhetorical questions (while presenting information)
SC (3) Providing Explanation, Problem-Structuring
— offer facts, ideas, or opinions to the learner in non-threatening
and objective manner
— offer information to the learner about his/her problem
— learner is free to accept or reject
— attempt is to explain, clarify
— intent is to facilitate student problem-solving
LS (4) Providing Opinion, Personal Reference
— non-lesson content
— concerned with the teacher's personal point of view (with no
intent to direct student behavior or make value judgement or
moral assessment)
— concerned with the private life of the teacher
— allusion to personal experience
TS (5) Providing Self-Supporting, Justifying Remarks
— self-supporting remarks intended to sustain or justify the
teacher's position or course of action (may be in question
form)
— remarks justifying teacher's authority
— remarks in which teacher expresses defensive attitude
— dominant intent is to assert, to defend, or to justify the
teacher
— rigid advocacy of idea or opinion by teacher
— lecturing about teacher's own ideas or values
Teacher Questions
(Questions intended to evoke student reply.)
Categories (6) and (7) are content or information oriented questions.
TD (6) Requests Factual Material (Narrow)
— content questions (what? where? when?)
— drill questions (i.e., students repeat sounds and words)
— questions requiring either a yes or no answer regarding
specific
content material
— questions to which the specific nature of the response
can be
predicted
— information which can be dealt with objectively
— general acceptance as to correct answer (i.e.,
answer is defined
in previous information given, story, picture,
etc.)
for which there is a right or wrong answer
— narrow questions
SC (7) Requests Open-Ended Response (Broad)
— relatively open-ended questions which call for unpredictable
responses, but are primarily content oriented
— questions that stimulate thinking (why? how?)
— questions that encourage students to seek explanations, to
reason, to solve problems
Categories (8) and (9) are primarily non-content oriented questions in
which the student's response is not evaluated by the teacher.
SC (8) Requests - Non-Specific, Unstructured
— non-risk questions which don't require any specific answer,
directed to class(group) at large
— teacher asks students how or what they are doing in non-
threatening manner
— unstructured invitation to participate
— teacher solicits any comments
— teacher asks for student questions
LS (9) Requests Opinion, Feeling, Personal Reference
— usually non-lesson content, concerned with personal life of
an individual student
— requests student's value judgement or moral assessment
— attempt to involve the feelings of the student
SC (10) Requests Procedural Suggestions
— asking students what they would like to do
— intent is to give students options
— questions to stimulate student participation in decision
making
SC (11) Requests Clarification T Explanation
— may be concerned with mechanics of communication
— teacher asks student to repeat statement because
she/he could
not hear and/or understand it
teacher asks student to clarify the events that occurred in a
"disruptive" situation
teacher requests extension, improvement, development of student's
response or idea
— problem-structuring questions
teacher raises questions about the problem in objective manner
— intent is to facilitate student's problem-solving
Teacher Feedback
LS (12) Positive Reinforcement
— responses which communicate the teacher's approval
— praise
— flattery
— express agreement with the ideas, actions, or opinions of the
learner
— responses which encourage
— responses which reassure
— responses which command
— responses which support the learner's ideas and feelings
— teacher makes use of or reference to student's answer or idea
— teacher attempts to release tension by telling jokes, etc.
LS (13) Accepting and Clarifying
— intent to convey to student the feeling that he was understood
and help him make clear his ideas and feelings
— accepting and clarifying the feelings of the student
— statements that evidence considerable understanding by
the teacher
thp^rT
11
^ ^ Cla5 lfy ° r restate clearly in the teacher's wordse ideational or the feeling content of the learner's statement
— teacher helps, supports, nurtures student
teacher builds on or develops ideas suggested by student
TS (14) Neutral
statements evidencing no supportive intent
verbatim repetition of student remark
dispassionate reiteration of student communication
— use of polite formality
evaluative response avioded by teacher
— shift to another topic
— shift to another student for answer
— silence
teacher replies "no" to student's incorrect response without
giving further feedback
TS (15) Negative Reinforcement
— responses which communicate the teacher's disapproval or dis-
appointment
— rejection or correction of student's response, idea, or behavior
— responses of annoyance or hostility
— reproving, disparaging remarks intended to deter the student
from continued indulgence in present "unacceptable" behavior
— expression of complete or partial disapproval of the ideas,
behavior, and, to the teacher, personality weaknesses of the
learner
— attempts to impress on the learner the fact that he has not
met the criteria for successful achievement that the teacher
accepts
— sarcastic, ridiculing remarks (without intended humor)
— threatening remarks
Miscellaneous Categories
Confusion*
— periods of confusion in which communication cannot be understood
by the observer
— considerable noise which disrupts planned activities
*This category may accompany other categories or may totally preclude the
use of other categories.
Other
— any remarks that cannot be coded in any of the above categories
Directions
The coder enters the classroom before the reading lesson begins. The
coder begins coding the Learning Environment Dimensions Index (LEDI) at the
start of the reading lesson and continues coding for 30 consecutive minutes.
Simultaneously the coder checks the appropriate categories on the Signs of
Individualization (SOI) form three times during the 30 minutes at approxi-
mately the first (1st), fifteenth (15th), and thirtieth (30th) minute of
the observation period. If, however, the class should be reorganizing for
the next lesson, cleaning up, etc., at the end of the 30-minute period the
coder should code the SOI for the last (3rd) time based on the class activities
right before the class reorganized.
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENT DIMENSIONS INDEX
Teacher provides:
1 Organization, Direction
2 Factual Material, Lecturing
3 Explanation,- Problem-Structuring
4 Opinion, Personal Reference
5 Self-Supporting, Justifying Remarks
Teacher requests:
6 Factual Material (Narrow)
7 Open-Ended Response (Broad)
8 Non-Specific, Unstructured
9 Opinion, Feeling, Personal Reference
10 Procedural Suggestions
11 Clarification, Explanation
12 Positive Reinforcement
13 Accepting and Clarifying
14 Neutral
15 Negative Reinforcement
Confusion
Other (specify)
Teacher
Time 1 2 3 (Circle)
SIGNS OF INDIVIDUALIZATION
Directions : Check
(*
*) only one category for items (1) thru (7).
1. Teacher directs attention to:
Class as a whole Subgroups Individuals
2. Differentiation of activities:
Same for all Differentiated for groups Individualized
3. Number of subgroups: 2-3 4-5 6 or more
*4. Subgroups: Same Vary
5. Movement: Restricted Free (within classroom)
6. Assignment of Tasks:
Assigned to: Class Selected bv: Class
Subgroup Subgroup
Individual Individual
7. Decision-making by: Teacher Program Learner
Directions: Check (t/) all appropriate categories for items (8) and (9).
8. Resources being used: reading series AV materials
supplementary books newspapers
workbooks magazines
worksheets games
programmed material manipulatives
blackboard specimen objects
cards (kits) other
flash cards
Q. Activities: silent reading drawing, painting
oral reading constructing
written work-- taking test
wkbk, wksh, etc. work on project
original writing other
copvinq
playing game
Directions: Check () primary role of teacher.
10. LDR RES
SUPV
leader- resource super-
director person visor
EVL
evaluator
*Use Times 2 and 3 only .
Teacher
Time 1 2 3 (Circle)
SIGNS OF INDIVIDUALIZATION
Directions : Check {y) only on£ category for items (1) thru (7).
1. Teacher directs attention to:
Class as a whole Subgroups Individuals
2. Differentiation of activities:
Same for all Differentiated for groups Individualized
3. Number of subgroups: 2-3 4-5 6 or more
*4. Subgroups: Same Vary
5. Movement: Restricted Free (within classroom)
6. Assignment of Tasks:
Assigned to: Class Selected bv: Class
Subgroup Subgroup
Individual Individual
7. Decision-making by: Teacher Program Learner
Directions: Check (,/) all appropriate categories for items (8) and (9).
8. Resources being used: reading series AV materials
supplementary books newspapers
workbooks magazines
worksheets games
programmed material manipulatives
blackboard specimen objects
cards (kits) other
flash cards
9. Activities: silent reading drawing, painting
oral reading constructing
written work-- taking test
wkbk, wksh, etc. work on project
original writing other
copvinq
playing game
Directions: Check () primary role of teacher.
10. LDR RES
SUPV EVL
leader- resource super-
director person visor
evaluator
*Use Times 2 and 3 only .
Teacher
Time 1 2 3 (Circle)
SIGNS OF INDIVIDUALIZATION
Directions: Check hs) onlv one category for items (1) thru (7).
1. Teacher directs attention to:
Class as a whole Subgroups Individual
s
2. Differentiation of activities:
Same for all Differentiated for groups Individualized
3. Number of subgroups: 2-3 4-5 6 or more
*4. Subgroups: Same Vary
5. Movement: Restricted Free (within classroom)
6. Assignment of Tasks:
Assigned to: Class Selected by: Class
Subgroup Subgroup
Individual Individual
7. Decision-making by: Teacher Program Learner
Directions : Check (,/) all appropriate categories for items (8) and (9).
8. Resources being used:
9. Activities:
reading series
supplementary books
workbooks
worksheets
programmed material
blackboard
cards (kits)
flash cards
silent reading
oral reading
written work--
wkbk, wksh, etc.
original writing
copying
playing game
AV materials
newspapers
magazines
games
manipulatives
specimen objects
other
drawing, painting
constructing
taking test
work on project
other
Directions: Check () primary role of teacher.
10. LDR RES
SUPV evl
leader-
director
resource super-
evaluator
person visor
*Use Times 2 and 3 only .
Teacher
Observer
Complete after the 30 minute observation period.
1.
Number of children in the class
2.
Approach (circle)
basal Intensive phonic language experience
I nd i vi dua 1 i zed other (specify)
3.
Reading series - list all being used.
4 . Special comments
Appendix B
Administrative Directions and a Copy
A Test of Basic Reading Skills
DIRECTIONS
This test is designed to measure specific objectives la initial reading in-
struction. The items include word attack, word discrimination, vocabulary, and
comprehension. The total test administration takes 30-40 minutes. It Is recom-
mended that the test be administered in a small group situation to insure that
each student understands the required tasks. It is preferable to administer the
tests at a speed at which the students can work effectively. A student's test
score should not reflect an ability to work quickly on tests. Breaks may be given
at the completion of any of the 8 subtests.
The specific directions ffortfthe* test* which follow indicate what you should say
to the students for each test page. Feel free however, when you think your students
do not understand, to substitute your own terminology. Repeat the test directions
as many times as you feel necessary for the students to understand.
Make sure each student has a pencil and an eraser before passing out the test
booklet.
Specific Directions
When you get your test booklet put your name on the top line. Beside your name put
the name of the school. I'll write it on the board for you to copy. (Pause until
students have finished.) On the next line, after the word teacher write my name.
I'll put it on the board. Next put the date. Today is ... (Give the date.)
Now turn to page 1.
FAGE 1
Look at the example. It says: You sleep in me. I am a . The 3 words
below are: night
,
asleep
,
and bed . Which word would fit in the blank? (Pause
for answer.) Yes, bed is right. You should show your answer by circling the
word bed. Now read questions 1 through 10 and find the word which fits in
the blank. Circle your answers. When you have finished all 10 questions stop
and wait for directions for the next page.
‘ PAGE 2—
2
Turn to page 2. Put your finger on the first line of letters - r 1 k s t.
One of these letters is the last letter in the word bus. Can you circle the one?
(Pause for answer.) You should have circled the s. Now look at the next row of
letters - a e i o u. Can you circle the vowel or the middle letter you hear in
the word bus ? (Pause for answer.) Yes, u is right.
(Repeat the next set of directions 6 times, substituting consecutively the words
(1) cup, (2) cat, (3) sock, (4) pin, (5) frog, (6) sled and the numbers 1 through
6 .)
Now point to the first row of letters in number
in the word
Circle the last letter you hear
in the top line. Circle the vowel or middle letter in the word
in the bottom line.
PAGE 3- column 1
Turn to page 3. Put your finger on the word stop . Below stop is a blank and then
the letters o-p . Now look at the letters t-h
,
d-r
,
and s-k
. Let’s see which
one of these would make a real word that ends in o-p . Would thop be a word?
No. How about drop ? Yes. Now would skop be a word? No. So the answer is d-r
because it makes the word drop . So you should circle the d-r . Now I want you
to do the next 7 by yourself. Each time read the first word and then try each
of the 3 sounds to see which one would make a real word. Circle your answer.
Stop when you have finished number 7.
'PAGE 3- column 2
Pnt your finger on the word dump . Below it are the letters d—
u
and then a blank.
Let's see which of the 3 endings would make a real word. Try s-h . Is dush a
word? How about duth ? Would d-u-s-t (spell) make a word? Yes. What's the
word? Yes, it's dust . So you should circle the s-t Now try the rest by
yourself.
Each time read the first word and then try each of the 3 endings to see
which one
makes a real word. Circle your answer. Stop when you finish the page.
3PAGE 4
Turn to page 4. Look at the sentence at the top of the page: Ken (blank) to
school. Now look at the 3 words below: will, likes
,
went . Which word would make
sense In this sentence? (Pause for answer.) Yes, went Is right - Ken went to
school. You should circle went. Now find the word that best completes the sen-
tence in questions 1 through 14 on the next two pages. Circle your answer.
Stop when you have finished number 14. (Remind students to do all 14 questions
before stopping.)
’AGE 6
—
Turn to page 6. Look at the example: Big means little - slim - large -
man. Which word means the same as big ? (Pause for answer.) Large is the answer.
^rc ^-e Now read each line and find the word that means the same as the word
underlined. Circle your answer. Stop when you finish number 14.
AGE 7
-
Turn to page 7. Point to the word wait . Below it are 4 words. One of these words
rhymes with or has the same ending sound as wait . Let's read the words together:
light, again, late, let. Which one rhymes with wait? (Pause for answer.) That's
right, late . They have the same ending sound, wait - late . So you should circle
late . Now do the rest by yourself. Read the word that is underlined and find the
word that has the same ending sound. Circle your answer. Read each word care-
fully because the words that are spelled the same may not sound the same. Stop
when you have finished number 8.
AGE 8
Turn to page 8. Look at the example. As I read each word, I want you to listen
for the long "a" sound. "Pat". If you hear the long "a" sound circle the word.
Did you hear a long "a" sound? No, so you should not circle pat . "Cake". If
I you hear the long "a" sound circle the word. Did you hear the long "a” sound?
Yes, so you should circle cake . "Tan". If you hear the long "a" sound
circle
the word. Did you hear the long "a" sound? No, so you should not
circle tan.
4"Cape". If you hear the long "a" sound circle the word. Did you hear the long "a"
sound? Yes, so you should circle .^e. "Lane". If you hear the long "a" sound
circle the word. Did you hear the long "a" sound? Yes, so you should circle lane .
The last word is "bad". If you hear the long "a" sound circle the word. Did you
hear the long "a" sound? No, so you should not circle the word bad .
You should have circled the words cake - cape - lane .
Now for number 1, listen for the long "e" sound. When I say a word in which you hear
the long "e" sound, circle the word:
end meat sheep met eat den
For number 2, listen for the long "a" sound. When I say a word in which you hear
the long "a" sound, circle it:
ate stamp place that aim back
For number 3, listen for the long "u" sound. When I say a word in which you hear
the long "u" sound, circle it:
pump rule use cup crunch juice
For number 4, listen for the long "i" sound. When I say a word in which you hear
the long "i" sound, circle it:
right lit ice limp fist nine
For number 5, listen for the long "o" sound. When I say a word in which you hear
the long "o" sound, circle it:
on shop hope mole soft rode
That’s the end of the test.
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A TEST OF BASIC
READING SKILLS
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WD DIS /5
FN CONS /6
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R L K s T
A E I 0 U
1 ) 0
u
2 ) T
A U
3 )
G B
0 U
4 )
L
A E I 0 U
5 )
H
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L G S C D
A E I 0 U
FLED
ED
WHIP
IP
SH CR CH
PL CH TW
3. BRAG
AG GL SW FL
SPIN
IN FR TW SM
5. FLAP
AP PL BL CL
6. CRAB
AB TW GR SN
7 STRAP
_RAP SP SH SC
Sample
dump
DU SH TH ST
8
. LAND
LA NT MP NG
9, WISH
WI ND CT LM
10. BACK
BA NT PT NK
11. MEND
ME LT NX NG
12. RANG
RA ST CK NX
13. LINT
LI CH NG FT
l l\, SACK
SA LK NG PT
Sample
u
Ken to school,
WILL LIKES WENT
1, A FROG CAN JUMP
,
INTO POND UP
2, Can I play Tom?
ME IN WITH
3, We went for a ride the car,
FAST IN HOME
i\, HoM SAID TO GO OUT IN THE RAIN,
IF NOT WHY
5, Bill is to buy a new ball,
WHEN GOING BIG
6. Our dog got . wet in the pond.
MY MAD ALL
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE
7. I THINK WE have Thf rh
A
n
,
PASSING PASSED PASS
3. Jim was IN HIS ROOM,
SIT SAT SITTING
9. The man THE CAR,
FIX FIXED FIXING
10. Pam will FOR THE CAT.
LOOK LOOKED LOOKING
11. Jack was so •
SLEEPING SLEEPER SLEEPY
12. Tom is the BEST ON THE TEAM.
PLAY PLAYER PLAYS
13. If Liz j TELL HER I CAN GO.
CALLED CALL CALLS
14, DO YOU THINK IT W I LI TODAY?
RAINS RAINED RAIN
Sample
Bjlg. means LITTLE SLIM LARGE MAN
1. A MAI is A RUG FLOOR BATH SEAT
2. A 31£ IS A LITTLE SPOON BOAT CUP DRINK
3. TO BAKE IS TO MIX EAT COOK CAKE
4. TO BEAT IS TO BREAK LOSE WHIP RUN
5. A HATH IS A TRAIL TREE PART FOREST
6. Little means BIG LONG TINY FAT
7. Oak is a kind of ROCK NUT TREE FOOD
8. A loud yell is a HELP YARD FIRE SHOUT
9. To wait is to START WASTE STAY LEAVE
10. Trout is a kind of FLOWER BIRD FISH BUG
[l Happy means SAD BAD GLAD MAD
b. Few means A LOT MUCH NONE NOT MANY
b. A SQUEAK IS A COLOR PIG SOUND HORN
L To HURRY IS TO HAVE LOOK TALK TO GO FAST
Sample
7WAIT
LIGHT
1. CQAI
COT
2, KNOW.
HOW
3, E EAT
GOAT
4. FUR
HERE
AGAIN
MOTE
COW
BEER
FOUR
LATE LET
ATE CAKE
TOE NOW
FEET BELT
FOR HER
5. DOWN
DONE KNOWN BROWN GROWN
6. SOUND
BOUGHT AROUND SHOULD SONG
7.
Bill
TOY STORY DAY CRY
3. LEARN
LAWN READ LEAN BURN
8Sample
PAT CAKE TAN CAPE LANE BAD
1 . END MEAT SHEEP MET EAT DEN
2 . ATE STAMP PLACE THAT AIM BACK
3 . PUMP RULE USE CUP CRUNCH JUICE
4 . RIGHT LIT ICE LIMP FIST NINE
5 . ON SHOP HOPE MOLE SOFT RODE
Appendix C
Teacher Self-Report Form
TEACHER SELF-REPORT FORM
TMs Questionnaire will take about 10 minutes of your time to complete >-
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n *«* cl« 53r~ra specific beforewere r co in rder to assess several dimensions of the learning environmentTt s equally Important to have Information provided directly by you which like*wse reflects these dimensions. 7 7 7 1 _
PARAMETERS OF THE READING PROGRAM
1 • Name
2. School
3. Including this year, how many years have you been teaching reading?
4. How many children do you teach reading to?
5. How much time is spent on the reading program daily? (minutes)
6. What approach to teaching reading do you use? (Circle all which apply.)
1. basal (sight) 4. linguistic
2. phonic 5. language experience
3. intensive phonic 6. other (specify)__
7. What commercially published reading series, workbooks, etc. do you use?
8.
*How closely does your teaching procedure follow that suggested in the teacher's
manual of the readi ng program you use?
100$ 80$ 60$ 40 $ 20$ 0$
(Place a check (iX) at the appropriate point.)
*Tf you use more than one program, place a check for each program and write
above it the name of the program.

